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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTICATION 


Precedence : ROUTINE 


To; Criminal Investigative 


Attn! 


Date: 10/19/2009 


Public Corruption Unit, 
Room 3975 


From; Washington Field 

Squad CR- 15 / Northern Vii 
Contact ; SA 


Approved By; 


Drafted By: 


Case ID #; 58C-WF- 



( Pending) 


Title: UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN E. ENSIGN, 

UNITED STATES SENAT E (STATE OF NEVADA) ; 




FORMER SENATORIAL STAFF MEMBER; 


LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


Synopsis; To rRqiie^.qh SAC authority to 

|into allegations of possible public corruption; 

provide FBIHQ with notification of same; and set action lead. 

Reference; WF 56-0 Serial 177 

Administ rative ; E-mail dated 10/07/2009 from SSa| 

1 FBIHQ/Criminal Investigative Division/Public Corruption 
Unit, which confirms FBI/Las Vegas Division's knowledge of 
allegations of possible criminal activity by U.S. Senator JOHN E. 
ENSIGN; and provides FBI/Las Vegas Division's concurrence for 
Washington Field Division to initiate a public corruption 
investigation . 

, ^E-mail dated 10/07/2009 from Trial Attorney 

I I Chief of the United States Department of 

Justice/Criminal Division/Public Integrity Section, which 


UNCLASSIFIED 










UNCLASSIFIED 


A ( 




To: Criminal Investigative From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-NEW, 10/19/2009 


provides prosecutoDry concurrence for Washington Field Division to 
initiate captioned criminal investigation. 


Telcal on 10/16/2009 between Trial Attorney] | 

I I United States Department of LTiis ti cft/c-riminal 

Division/Public Integrity Section; and Sa I \ 

Washington Field Division/Squad CR-15/ regarding predication and 
planned initiation of captioned investigation. 

Enclosure (s) : Enclosed for siabmission into the substantive case- 
is one (1) copy of a letter dated 10/06/2007 [with corre sponding 
attachmental addressed to Washington Field Division from I \ 

\ I Executive Director for CITIZENS FOR RESPONSIBILITY AND 

ETHICS IN WASHINGTON (CREW) . This letter requests the initiation 
of a criminal investigation int o the alleged illicit activities 
of U.S. Senator JOHN E. ENSIGN, I l and others. 

The aforementioned corresponding attachments include a New York 
Times newspaper article dated 10/02/2009 and numerous redacted 
documents/e-mails/personal notes /memorandum which were obtained 
by the New York Times through various sources . 


Also enclosed for FBIHQ/ Criminal Investigative 
Division/ Public Corruption Unit is one (1) original and one (1) 
copy of a Letterhead Memorandum dated 10/19/2009 which documents 
predication for captioned public corruption investigation. 


Details; This comm unication requests SAC authority to | 

into allegations of possible public 
corruption; and provides FBIHQ/ Criminal Investigative 
Division/ Public Corruption Unit with written notification of same 
as required by the Domestic Investigations and Operations Guide 
(DIOG) Section 7.7(A) (3) (a) . 

This co mmunication also r equests that captioned matter 
be assigned to SA | | Washington Field 

Division/Squad CR-15, for logical investigation. 


BACKGROUND ; 


Captioned investigation is predicated on information 
reported in the 10/02/2009 edition of the New York Times 
newspaper and forwarded to Washington Field Division by CITIZENS 
FOR RESPONSIBILITY AND ETHICS IN WASHINGTON (CREW) , a non-profit 
political watchdog group. 
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To: Criminal Investigative From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-NEW, 10/19/2009 


For the way of background, U.S. Senator JOHN ERIC 
ENSIGN (R-NEVADA) is a sitting member of the United States 
Senate. U.S. Senator ENSIGN was first elected to the United 
States Senate in 11/2000 and was re-elected to his second term 
circa 11/2006. U.S. Senator ENSIGN currently serves as a ranking 
member on several congressional committees and previously served 
as Chairman of the National Republican Senatorial Committee 
(NRSC) between 11/2006 and 11/2008. 

On 06/16/2009, U.S. Senator ENSIGN publicly announced 
that he had engaged in an extramarital affair with an unnamed 
former campaign aide. This unnamed campaign aide was later 
publically identified as CYNTHIA L. HAMPTON. CYNTHIA HAMPTON 
simultaneously served as Treasurer of U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S 
senatorial re-election committee and leadership Political Action 
Committee (PAC) between 2007 and 2008. In 05/2008, U.S. Senator 
ENSIGN fired CYNTHIA HAMPTON from her position with his political 
committees . 
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To: Criminal Investigative From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-NEW, 10/19/2009 


Immediately prior to becoming Political Di rector for 
the NRSC, I "I nOVEMBER 

INCOR PORATED, a political consulting company. Between 2002 and 
2007, I ^ served as U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S top fund-raiser and 

political consultant through his work at NOVEMB ER INCORPORATED. 
This company went dormant in 2007 when I I assumed his 

position with the NRSC at U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S recommendation. 

After discussin g | [ employment options 

with U.S. Senator ENSIGN, ! lagreed to re-a ctivate NOVEMBER 

INCORPORATED in order to employ | l and provide him 

with the necessary political support to sta rt a sma ll government 
affairs practice. U.S. S enator ENSIGN and I ~| subsequently 

met with I I in order to present him with this 

business opportunity. 


b6 

b7C 


b6 

b7C 


UNCLASSIFIED 


b6 

b7C 


4 



UNCLASSIFIED 


To: Criminal Investigative From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-NEW, 10/19/2009 




In 05/2008, | |began working at NOVEMBER 

INCORPORATED. Documents and E-mails obtained by the New York 
Times indicate tha t two (2) companies immediately retained 


U.S. 


Iservices after being personally contacted by 
Senator ENSIGN. These companies were identified as NV 


ENERGY and ALLEGIANT AIR. Moreover, both companies were known to 
possess a long-standing relationships with U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S 
office as prominent businesses operating in Nevada. 


Accor ding to documents and interviews obtained by the 


New York Times, 

Senator ENSIGN 'a offing. 


immediately began lobbying U.S. 
NV ENERGY and ALLEGIANT AIR each paid 
per month in c onsulting fees for his 

consulting services. | lobbying efforts caused 

U.S. Senator ENSIGN to play a significant role in providing both 
companies with assistance in promoting their business agendas in 
Washington. 


Federal law prohibits former high-level staffers from 
lobbying any U.S. Senator or member of their staff for one (1) 
year after terminating their employment from the United States 
Senate. Moreover, federal law requires a lobbyist to register 
with the Secretary of the Senate within forty-five (45) days of 
becoming employed or retained by a company/entity for the purpose 
of making a lobbying contact. 
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To: Criminal Investigative From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-NEW, 10/19/2009 


Recently, [ 


publically stated that he and 

U.S. Senator ENSIGN were well-aware of the lobbying restrictions 
and applicable laws, but purposely chose to ignore them. This 
had to be done in order for U.S. Senator ENSIGN to convince 

I respective clients to do business with NOVEMBER 
INCORPORATED. Without access to U.S. Senator ENSIGN and his 
offi ce, respective cl ients would not have agreed to do business 
with I I 

Public an v-available records further revealed that 

I failed to register as a lobbyist with the 
pn-hii-v aa rpgni by federal law. When asked about 

this, publically stated that it was NOVEMBER 

INCORPORATED'S responsibility to register him as a lobbyist and 
the company failed to do so. | also related that 

he never insisted that the company reg ister him as lobb yist 
because doing so would have shown that [ ' 


was 


engaged in illegal lobbying contacts on Capitol Hill. 

REQUISITE PREDICATION / STATEMENT OF PURPOSE: 

The information documented within this Electronic 
Communication (EC) provides the necessary predication and 
"articulable factual basis" that an activity has occurred which 
consti tn1-p.q thp <-.nTnin i =; .=! i on nf a fp.Hp.ra1 crime. As SUCh, the 

is warranted and justified. 


The purpose o :^ this f 
if U.S. Senator ENSIGN, 


^ ,is to determine 

] and others entered into 


a conspiracy to violate federal criminal statutes restricting 
certain lobbying practices; and whether U.S. Senator ENSIGN 
deprived his constituents of their right to honest services by 
using his officj .al position as part of a concerted effort to keep 

from publically revealing his affair with 


This 


will also attempt to determine 


if U.S. Senator ENSIGN violated applicable campaign finance l aws 
by disguising a $96,000.00 severance payment to the I I as a 

"tax-free gift" in order to avoid publically disclosing the 
payment through mandatory filings with the United States Federal 
Election Commission (FEC) . 

It s hould be noted that Washington Field Div ision 
considers this I ~ 


as described in DIOG Section 10.2(A). 
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Criminal Investigative From: Washington Field 
58C-WF-NEW, 10/19/2009 


This is due to the alleged involvement of an elected Domestic 
Public Official in criminal activity, namely U.S. Senator ENSIGN 


PROSECUTORY OPINION; 
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To: Criminal Investigative From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-NEW, 10/19/2009 


LEAD(s) : 

Set Lead 1: (Action) 

CRIMINAL INVESTIGATIVE 
AT WASHINGTON. DC 

This communication provides notification to 
FBI HQ/ Criminal Invest icrative Division/Public Cor ruption Unit of 

the I I 


This communication also directs FBIHQ/Criminal 
Investigative Division/Public Corruption Unit to notify the 
United States Department of Justice (DOJ) of the initiation of 
captioned criminal investigation as mandated by the Domestic 
Investigations and Operations Guide (DIOG) Section 7.7(A) (3) (a) . 


♦♦ 
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U.S. Department of Justice 



Federal Bureau of Investigation 


In Reply, Please Refer to 

Washington Field Office 
Northern Virginia Resident Agency 

October 19, 2009 


UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN E. ENSIGN, 

UNITED ST ATES SENATE (STATE O F NEVADA) ; 

FORMER SENATORIAL STAFF MEMBER; 

CORRUPTION FEDERAL PUBLIC OFFICIALS - LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 





Captioned investigation is predicated on information 
publically reported in the 10/02/2009 edition of the New York 
Times newspaper and forwarded to the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation (FBI) by Citizens for Responsibility and Ethics In 
Washington (CREW) , a non-profit political watchdog group. This 
matter will be investigated by Special Agents assigned to the 
FBI's Washington Field Office. 
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For the way of background, U.S. Senator John E. 

Ensign (R-Nevada) is a sitting member of the United States Senate. 
U.S. Senator Ensign was first elected to the United States Senate 
in 11/2000 and was re-elected to his second term circa 11/2006. 
U.S. Senator Ensign currently serves as a ranking member on 
several congressional committees and previously served as 
Chairman of the National Republican Senatorial Committee (NRSC) 
between 11/2006 and 11/2008. 

On 06/16/2009, U.S. Senator Ensign publicly announced 
that he had engaged in an extramarital affair with an unnamed 
former campaign aide . This unnamed campaign aide was later 
publically identified as Mrs. Cynthia L. Hampton. Mrs. Hampton 
simultaneously served as Treasurer of U.S. Senator Ensign's 
senatorial re-election committee and leadership Political Action 
Committee (PAC) between 2007 and 2008. In 05/2008, U.S. Senator 
Ensign fired Mrs, Hampton from her position with his political 
committees , 


FBI 


100 


1908 > 2008 


A Century of Fidelity, Bravery, and Integrity 


This document contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the FBI. It is the property of the 
FBI and is loaned to your agency; it and its contents are not to be distributed outside your agency. 







Immediately prior to becoming Political Director for 

the NRSC, November Inc orporated, 

political consulting company. Between 2002 and 2007, I 
seirved as U.S. Senator Ensign's top fund-raiser and political 
consultant through his work at No vember Incorp orated. This 
company went dormant in 2007 when I I assumed his 

position with the NRSC at U.S. Senator Ensign's recommendation. 


After disc ussing I | employment options with 

U.S. Senator Ensign, | | agreed to re-activate November 

Incorporated in order to employ I I and provide him with 




the necessary political support to start a small govern ment 
affairs practice. U. S. Senator En sign and I I 

subsequently met with I I in order to present him with 

this business opportunity. 


In 05/2008,1 | began working at November 

Incorporated. Documents and e-mails obtained by the New Y ork 
Times indi cate that two (2) companies immediately retained I 
I services after being personally contacted by U.S. 
Senator Ensign. These companies were identified as NV Energy 
Incorporated and Allegiant Air Incorporated. Moreover, both 
companies were known to possess a long-standing relationships 
with U.S. Senator Ensign's office as prominent businesses 
operating in Nevada. 




b6 

b7C 


Accor ding to docu ments and interviews obtained by the 
New York Times, | immediately began lobbying U.S. 

Senator Ensign's office. W Energy Incorporated and Allegiant 
Air Incorporated each paid | ber month i n 

consulting fees for his consulting services . | ~1 

lobbying efforts caused U.S. Senator Ensign to play a significant 
role in providing both companies with assistance in promoting 
their business agendas in Washington. 


Federal law prohibits former high-level staffers from 
lobbying any U.S. Senator or member of their staff for one (1) 
year after terminating their employment from the United States 
Senate. Moreover, federal law requires a lobbyist to register 
with the Secretary of the Senate within forty- five (45) days of 
becoming employed or retained by a company/entity for the purpose 
of making a lobbying contact. 


has publically stated that he and U.S. 
Senator Ensign were well-aware of the lobbying restrictions and 
applicable laws, but purposely chose to ignore them. This had to 
be done in order for U.S. Senator Ensign to convince 


respective clients to do business with him. Without 
access to U.S. Senator Ensign and his office, r espective clie nts 
would not have never agreed to do business with 


f 


Publically-available records further revealed that ] | 

I I failed to register as a lobbyist with the necessary 

entity a s required by federal law. When asked about this, ]" | 

I I publically stated that it was November IncorporateoTs 

responsibility to register him as a lobbyist and the company 
failed to do so. | also related that he never insisted 

that the compan y register hi m as lobbyist because doing so would 
have shown that ! I was engaged in illegal lobbying 

contacts on Capitol Hill. 
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citizens for responsibility 
. and ethics in Washington 


October 6, 2009 


Joseph Persichini, Jr. 
Assistant Director in Charge 
FBI Washington Field Office 
601 4* Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20535 


BY FAX: 

Dear Assistant Director Persil 


Following up on ray 
Washington ("CREW”) woul 
of Senator John Ensign (R-M 


202-278-247S 

bhini: 


J uly 20, 2009 letter, Citizens for Responsibility and Ethics in 
.1 J like to bring some additional information regarding the conduct 
7 ) to your alteulion. 

Additional Facts 


On Friday October -2, fe009, the !New York Times published a lengthy article about .Sen. 
Ensign’s efforts to assist Doujj and Cynthia Hampton after his afftiir with Ms. Hampton ended. 
Sen-Ensign- persuaded-Mike llapker^who owns'the-politicalxrpnsulting'firai Nevembw Inc., to 
hire Mr. Hajuptun as a consular and also asked several donors to hire Mr. Hampton as their 
lobbyist. Then, at Mr. Hamplpn’s request. Sen. Ensign and his staff intervened with, federal 
regulators on behalf of Mr. H|nipton’5 clients. Eric Lichtblau and Eric Liplon, Senator's Aid 
After Affair Raises Flags Over Ethics. New York Times, October 2, 2009 (attached as Exhibit A). 


M. 


In late February 2008, 
return to Nevada, Mr, Slankerl 
firra, November Inc., could bq 
government affairs practice, 
several clients that would pay 
salary. Id. Mr. Hampton pro" 
agreement he had reached wiLh 
Sen. Ensign’s employ through] 
“continue” his efforts on that 
noon (attached as Exhibit B). 


(Upon being informed by Sen. Ensign that Mr, Hampton wanted to 
suggested that his dormant fundraising and political consulting 
revived, giving Mr. Hampton a base from which to start a 
As part of the arrangement. Sen. Ensign agreed to help line up 
iMr. Hampton enough lu mulch or exceed his $ 144,000 Senate 
'^ided the New York Times with notes he took regarding the 

Sen. En.sign. The two men agreed Mr, Hampton would. rematn in 
April, “Better for client building,” and Sen, Ensign would 
front. See Record of Discussions with John Ensign . April 2, 2008. 


In the summer of 2008 
Energy, the largest power conajp; 
meeting Mr. Hampton, Mr. Yi 
of federal officials for $5,000 
Lopez, Sen. Ensign’s chief of 
of the Interior to convince the ]l 
$5 billion coal-burning plant. 
November 2008, Sen, Ensign 
reiterating his position that the] 


Sen. Ensign contacted Michael Yakira, the chief executive ot'NV 
any in Nevada, asking the company to hire Mr. Hampton. After 
kira agreed and hired Mr. Hampton to do “lobbying coordination” 
month. Id. Once hired, Mr. Hampton strategized with John 
Staff, about how the senator could intervene with the Department 
epartment to finish an environmental assessment of a proposed 
Lichtblau and Lipton, New York Times, Oct. 2, 2009. In 
^ciu a Idler to Interior Department Secretary Dirk Kempthomc 
project was good for Nevada and urging the department to 


1400 Eye Street, N.W., Suite 450, Washington, llO'. 20005 | 202.408.5565 phone j 202.588.5020 fax | www.citizensforethics.org 
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Assistant Pirector Joseph Pen ichlni, Jr. 

October 6 , 2009 
Page Two 

publish the report. Id. Mr. Hj .mpton followed up with Mr. Lopez in December, still seeking the 
report’s release and Mr. Lope; : responded the same day indicating he would “call again today,” 
Id. Mr. Lopez asked Interior Department .Director of Congressional Affairs Matthew C. Eames 
to make inquires, which he die Id. Five days after the email exchange between Mr. Hampton 
and Mr. Lopez the environmej ital impact statement was signed. Id. 

Sen. Ensign also conta rted Maurice J. Gallagher, Jr., the chief executive of Allegiant Air, 
and several other Nevada indw stry leaders seeking work for Mr, Hampton. Id. While many 
contacted did not hire Mr. Hai ipton, Allegiant Air did, also at a cost of $5,000 a month paid to 
November Inc. At the time, A llegiant Air was under investigation by the Department of 
Transportation for deceptively adding convenience fees to tickets sold over the intemet. Mr. 
Hampton asked Mr. Lopez to laye Sen. Ensign contact then-Transpo.rtation Secretary Mary E. 
Peters to object to the investig ition. Id. Mr. Hampton also worked with Sen. Ensign’s ofSce to 
arrange a March 2009 meeting between Mr, Gallagher and new Transportation Secretary Ray 
J./aHood. Sen. Ensign called ] dr. Lallood to request the meeting, which took place on Mai ch 
1 T'' and included Mr, Hampto: i. The same day, Sen. Ensign, Mr. Gallagher, Lopez and Mr, 
Hampton lunched together in the Senate Dining Room. Mr. Hampton al.so .<;et up meetings for 
Allegiant Air with five other s mators, including Sen. Tom Cobum (R-OK). 

Sen. Ensign also agree* 1 to provide severance of one year’s salary to Ms. Hampton after 
she left her positions with his < :a^paign committee and political action committee. In June 2009, 
Mr. Ileaxipton publicly reveal© 1 that Ms. Hampton had received a severance payment. In J uly, 
however Sen. Ensign’s lawyer Paul Coggins, contradicted Mr. Hampton, claiming Sen. Ensign’s 
parents had made gift.s to the J-fepaptons and two of their children. The payments, Mr. Coggins 
stated, ‘Svere made as gifts, ac :epted as gifts and complied with the tax rules governing gifts,” 
Statement of Paul Coggins. Ju y 9, 2009. 

In reality, Mr. Hampto: i’§ contemporaneous notes of a conversation he had with Sen. 
Ensign indicate the senator agje^d to provide Ms. Hampton with severance. On April 2, 2009, 
Mr, Hampton and Sen, Ensign h^d three separate telephone conversations. The first took place 
at 9:40 am, during which four natters were briefly discussed; an exit plan and severance for Ms, 
Hampton, an exit plan and sev ;r^ce for Mr. Hampton, a commtraications plan and that Sen. 
Ensign was to have no further contact with Ms. Hampton. See Record of Di.scus.sions with J ohn 
Ensign, April 2, 2008. At noo i the same day, Sen. Ensign called Mr. Hampton back to discuss 
the communications plan, that Mr, Hampton would go to work for November Inc., and the 
senator would help him acquir ; clients. Sen. Ensign claimed he would begin working on the 
“other issues.” Id. Sen. Ensig i shared with Mr. Hampton bis plan for he and his wife to write 
checks totaling $96,000, Id. I>uring the final conversation for the day, at 7:30 pm, Son. Ensign 
agreed to provide Mr. Hampto: i with two months’ severance and continue client building for 
him, and fte senator agreed to provide Ms. Hampton with one year’s salary in severance. Id. 

The senator discussed gift rule > and tax law and .shared his plan for both he and his wife to write 
checks to the Hamptons in var ous amounts equaling $96,000. Id. 
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U.S.C. § 1606(b). In addition] 
one year after ^ey leave their 


Assistant Director Joseph Pcijiiclum, Jr. 

October 6, 2009 
Page Three 

Legal Violations 

As you know, 2 U.S.C . § 1603(a)(1) requires a lobbyist to register with the Secretary of 
the Senate or Clerk of the Hoi se no more than 45 days after he or she first makes a lobbying 
contact or is employed or reta ned to make a lobbying contact, whichever is earlier. Knowingly 
and corruptly failing to registe r is a felony punishable by up to ftve years’ imprisonment 2 

high level Senate aides are barred from lobbying the Senate for 
Senate employment 18 U.S.C, § 207(e)(2). A willful violation of 
this ban is a felony punishable by up to five years in jail. 1 8 UiS.C. § 21 6(a)(2). Finolly, if two 
or more individuals conspire t > commit a federal felony, including conspiring to violate the 
lobbying ban, those individual s also have committed a crime punishable by up to five years in 
jail. 18U.S.C.§371. 

Mr. Hampton claimed it was November Inc.’S responsibility to register him as a lobbyist, 
but said he did not ask the con ipany to do so because it would have been obvious he was 
violating the ban’s restriction i m lobbying bis former office. Mr. Hampton also admitted be and 
Sen. Ensign were aware of the one«year lobbying ban, but chose to ignore it. Lichtblau and 
Lipton, New York Times, Oct. 1, 2009. Mr. Hampton said, “The only way the clients could get 
what John [Ensign] was essem ially promising them - which was access - was if I still had a way 

to work'wiA hisTjfficcTr. A^ hJohn knewthat” Ttwas"SenrEnsign-who worked* with Mr. 

Slanker to secure a position fo • bfr. Hampton as a lobbyist, and it was Sen. Ensign who secured 
at least two clients, NV Energ and Allegiant Air, for Mr. Hampton. Sen. Ensign also advised 
Mr. Hampton to work with Ms cHcf of staff, Mr. Lopez, and Mr. Lopez agreed tlic senator had, 
indeed, instructed him to work with Mr. Hampton. Mr. Lopez also admitted that Mr. Bfeunpton 
had lobbied Sen, Ensign’s ofifi >e on behalf of his clients. Finally, when Mr. Hampton lobbied 
Senator Ensign’s office on bet alf of the clients Sen. Ensign had secured for him, the senator and 
Mr. Lopez both contacted othe r federal officials to assist Mr. Hampton’s clients. 

Thus, the evidence is q lite clear that Mr. Hampton knowingly failed to register as a 
lobbyist md willfully violated the one-year tcstriclion on lobbying bis former office. Sen. 

Ensign (and perhaps Mr, Lope: s and Sen. Coburn) may well have engaged in criminal conspiracy 
by overdy assisting Mr. Hamplon to lobby hi.<? office. 


In addition, members o| 
House of Representatives, and 
conscientious, loyal, faithful, 
influence, conflict of interest, :j 
corruption. 18 U.S.C. §§ 1341 
Hampton and. his clients not b 
Unit^ States, but rather as paij; 
senator’s affeir with Ms. Ham 


FinaUy, CREW’S origi 
the severance payment made 


xq 


. Congress are prohibited from depriving their constituents, the 
the United States of the right of honest service, including 
c isinterested, unbi^ed service, performed free of deceit, undue 
1 elf-enrichment, self-dealing, concealment, bribery, fraud and 
1346. If Sen. Ensign contacted federal officials on behalf of Mr. 
>cjcause it benefitted tire people of Nevada or the citizens of the 
of his concerted effort to keep Mr. Hampton from revealing the 
ton. Sen. Ensign may have committed honest services fraud. 


;u|al letter to you of My 20, 2009 requested an investigation into 
Ms. Hampton as a possible criminal violation of campaign 
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Assisiant Director Joseph Per 
October 6 , 2009 
P^e Four 




finance law, under which it is 
a calender year. 2 U.S.C. § 4^ 
contemporaneous notes Mr. 
compelling evidence that the 3 
reported to the Federal Electiqn 
payiricnl and structured it to 
it was made as compensation 
action committees. Tt appeard 
report - and therefore possibly 


[a felony to fail to report contributions aggregating over $25,000 in 
7g(d)(l)(A)(i). The/\/cw York Times article and the 
ipton took of his conversation with Sen, Ensign provide 
i,000 was, in reality, a severance payment that had to be 
Commission. TTiat Sen. Ensign had his parents make the 
comply with gift rules does not change the payment’s true character: 
for Ms. Hampton’s termination from the campaign and political 
that Sen. Ensign colled the $96,000 a gift to avoid having to 
explain - the payment 


Members of Congress 
tawdry incident suggests he bdl: 
and conspiracy do not apply tc 
nation’s laws apply equally to 
immediately commence an in 


pe not above the law yet Sen. Ensign’s conduct throughout this 
ieves laws pertaining to campaign finance, lobbying restrictions, 
him. The Department of Justice has a responsibility to ensure our 
leveryone. As a result, CREW respectfully requests that the FBI 
ivestigation into tliis tuaUcr if it has not done so already. 


Sincerely, 


Ends. 

cc; 


William M. Welch, II 
Chief, Public Integrity 


iclilni, Jr, 



Mclauic Sloan 
Executive Director 
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October 2, 2009 


Senator's Aid After Affair Raises Flags Over Ethics 


WASHINGTON — Early last year, Senator John Ensign contacted a small circle of political 
and corporate supporters ha ik home in Nevada — a casino designer, an airline executive, 
the head of a utility and seve :al political consultants — seeMng work for a close friend and 
top Washington aide. Dough s Hampton. 

“He’s a competent guy, and 1 le’s looking to come back to Nevada. Do you know of anything?” 
one’p'atronrrecallediVTrrEnsign-asldng: — 


The job pitch left out one salient fact: the senator was having an aftair with Mr. Hampton’s 
xvife, Cynthia, a campaign aiAe. The tumult that the liaison was causing both families 
prompted Mr. Ensign, a two- term Republican, to try to contain the damage and find a 
landing spot for Mr. Hampto n. 

In the coming months, the S€ nator arranged for Mr. Hampton to join a political consulting 
firm and lined up several doi lofs as his lobb3dng clients, according to interviews, e-mail 
messages and other records. Mr. Ensign and bis staff then repeatedly intervened on the 
companies’ behalf with feder al agencies, often after urging from Mr, Hampton. 

While the affair made nation al news in Jxme, the role that Mr. Ensign played in assisting Mr. 
Hampton and helping his clients has not been previously disclosed. Several experts say 
those activities may have violated an ethics law that bars senior aides from lobbying the 
Senate for a year after leaving their posts. 


In acknowledging the affair, Mr. Ensign cast it as a personal transgression, not a 
professional one. But an exar lination of his conduct shows that in trying to clean up the 
mess from tbc illicit relations hip and distance himself from the Hamptons, he entemgled 
political supporters, staff members and Senate colleagues, some of whom say they now feel 
he betrayed them. 


http://www.nytimes.com/2009/10f02/us/poMcs/02ensign.html?_r=l&hp=&pagewanted=p... 10/2/2009 
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For example, a longtime fim i-raiser who came through with help says Mr. Ensign misled 
him about why Mr. Hampto i needed a new job. The senator also piit his chief of staff at the 
time, who had raised concer is that Mr. Hampton’s activities could be problematic, in charge 
of dealing with him. 

And Mr. Ensign allowed Sen ator Tom Cobum, a friend and fellow conservative Christian, to 
serve as an intermediary wit i the Hamptons in May in discussing a large financial 
settlement, to help them reb lild their lives. 

“John got trapped doing son lething really stupid and then made a lot of other mistakes 
afterward,” Mr. Coburn, Rep ublican of Oklahoma, said in an interview. “Judgment gets 
impaired by arrogance, and hat’s what's going on here.” 

In a statement, Mr. Ensign s ud: “I am confident we fully complied with the relevant laws 
and rules governing current md past employees, I have worked on these Nevada issues with 
these Nevada companies for y^cors, long before Doug Hampton left my office.” 

The senator declined to be ir terviewed. But bis office said that the inquiries he had made 
•about-work-for-Mr— Hamptoi-were— OBly-reeommeHdation-ea]l^-and-that--the-senator’s — 


actions in support of his former aide’s clients were “not at the behest of Mr. Hampton.” 

Mr. Hampton and his wife, in a series of interviews, provided a detailed account of Mr. 
Ensign’s efforts to mitigate t|e fallout from the affair, which ruptured two families that had 
been the closest of friends. 


Mr. Hampton said he and Mf, 
ignore it. He recounted how 
Mr. Ensign took to assist thei 
federal officials and executivii 


“The only way the clients co 
access — was if I still had a 
that.” 


. Ensign were aware of the lobbying restriction but chose to 
ihe senator helped him find clients and ticked off several steps 
iln with their agendas in Washington, activities confirmed by 
:s with the businesses. 


afl.d get what John was essentially promising them — which was 
Ly to work with his office,” Mr. Hampton said. “And John knew 


w 


After requests from Mr. Hair pLoii, Mr. Ensign called the secretary of transportation last 
year to plead the case for a N jvada airline, Allegiant Air, which was imder investigatipn for 
allegedly overcharging for tic cets. In April, he arranged for Mr. Hampton and his clients to 
meet the new transportation pecretaiy in a successful effort to resolve a dispute with a 
foreign competitor. 


. .http://www.nytiines.eom/2009/l 0f02/us/politics/02ensign.html?^r=rl&hp=&pagewairted=p.., • 1.0/2/2009 
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The senator, after exchange » between his senior staff members and Mr. Hampton, also 
urged Interior Department < )fficials to complete an environmental review for a controversial 
coal-burning plant under de velopment by a Nevada power company, NV Energy. 

Despite those efforts, Mr. Ensign’s relationship with his one-time aide and the husband of 
his former mistress has end4d in bitterness and recriminations. Mr. Hampton grew 
increasin^y frustrated abou t his financial situation, believing that the senator had reneged 
on a deal to find him enou^ clients to sustain his income. 

“You have not retained thre( clients for me as promised, and your poor choices have led to a 
deep hurt and financial imps ict to my family,” Mr. Hampton wrote the senator in an e-mail 
message in July 2008 . “At y< »ur request and your design, I left your organization to save 
your reputation and career, : ind mine has been ruined.” 

For his part, Mr. Ensign has complained that Mr. Hampton tried to extract exorbitant sums 
from him. 

Until he admitted the affair i a June, Mr. Ensign, 51 , was a top Senate Republican leader and 

was discussed as_a-P C>ssiblep cesMenriaLcontender m. 20 J 2 ..The^i]v;er-hairedsenator vdth a. 

statesman’s looks and family money — his father helped found a Las Vegas casino — has 
championed conservative soAial values. 

But the scandal forced him t< ► resign as head of the Republican Senate Policy Committee and 
ended tape of any bid for the White House. 

Mr. Ensign spent part of the summer apologizing to constituents. Drawing a contrast with 
former President Bill Clintoc , whom he had voted to impeach as a House member during 
the Monica Lewinsky affair, 1 Jr. Ensign said in August that his infidelity was largely a 
personal matter and added, * I haven’t done anything legally wrong.” 

longtime Family Friends 

The Ensigns and the Hamptc ns had been friends going back to their time together in 
Southern California in the 19 3os, when John Ensign was just starting out as a veterinarian 
and had not yet begun to con sider a life in politics. Darlene Ensign, the senator’s -mfe, and 
Cynthia Hampton had loiowi . each other growing up there. 

The famili^ were so close thj t in 2004 the Ensigns persuaded the Hamptons to move to 
tiheir cxpensi-vie Las Vegas nei ghborhood. They traveled to Hawaii and Puget Sound abocird 
the jet owned by Mr. Ensign’s father, watched their children’s spoiling events together and 
shared regular Sunday dinnei s. 

. http://www,n5^j,mes.com/2009/10'02/us/politics/02ensiRii.html? r=l&hp=&pagewaQted=p... 10/2/2009 
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In 2006, tihie senator hired ijl] 
a move that irritated some 
senator and his background 
Mr. Ensign also hired Cynthii 


T. Hampton as a top aide — effectively, his co-chief of staff -- in 
sjcaff members, who thought Mr. Hampton's friendship with the 
at a military contractor did not qualify him for Hie senior post 
a Hampton as his campaign treasurer. 


The Hamptons were such a 
senator took Ms. Hampton 
associates said, and lived in 


At a black-tie Christmas parjy 
beamed as they posed for a 
was that ni^t that he realizi 
Mr. Ensign later admitted toj 


A year later, during what Mr 
intercepted a tevt message fi o: 
had become intimate. “It wai such 
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; ixture in the Ensigns' lives that it raised no eyebrows when the 
1 0 Washington galas. Ms. Ensign did not like Washington much, 
STevada. 


at the White House in 2006, Mr. Ensign and Ms. Hampton 
Picture with President George W. Bush and his wife, Laura. It 
4 d that his feelings toward Ms. Hampton had become romantic, 
Mr. Hampton, according to Mr. Hampton. 


There we re h eated confront 
family meetings that include! 


eitii 


pns,. tearful admissions,, prom end the affair, .even joint, 

lithe couples' diUdren. Still, the relationship continued. 


Ehuing a February 2008 Co: 
every morning and night Shi 
ojffice, he gave her almost $1,0 
that the senator gave Ms. Ha 
trip, Mr. Hampton said he n 
Judy” — at his wife's munbed. 


rjgressional trip to Iraq, Mr. Ensign called Ms. Hampton almost 
said that when the phone bill came to Mr. Ensign’s campaign 
00 in cash to cover the calls. Mr. Ensign’s office confirmed 
bpton “enough cash to cover the personal charges.” (On the 
iticed frequent calls from Mr. Ensign’s cellphone to “Aunt 


That month, Mr. Hampton d| 
Ensign shared a strong Chris|ii 
house where Mr. Ensign, Mr 
affiliated with the Fellowship! 
conservatives in Congress. 


Mr. Hampton went to several 
Ensign during lunch at the hA 
Cobum, an ordained deacon, 
that Mr, Hampton's accusation was trae. 


http://www.nytimes.co)Da/2009/l Oi 


Ensign said was a difficult time in his marriage, Mr. Hampton 
m his boss to his wife that made plain that their relationship 
a betrayal,” Mr. Hampton said. 


) 


fscided to take stronger steps to end the affrir. He and Mr. 
an faith, and often attended prayer meetings at a Capitol Hill 
Cobum ami other lawmakers lived. The house, on C Street, is 
Foundation, a Christian outreach group influential with 


group leaders. On Valentine's Dav. they confronted Mr, 
use. Mr. Hampton, yelling at times, was there, too. Mr. 
took the lead in questioning Mr. Ensign, who acknowledged 


'02/us/poliiics/02ensign.html?_r=l&hp=«&pagewanted=p... 1 0/2/2009 
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“I said, ‘No. i, you’re having 
senator said he also adviseq 
the two families. 


an affair, and you need to stop,’ ” Mr. Cobum recounted. The 
Mr. Ensign to make the affair public and to work to reconcile 


Mr. Coburn warned Mr. Ensign that if the affair did not end, he would “go to Mitch” — 
referring to Mitch McConnell, the Republican Senate leader, Mr. Hampton said. 


At the urging of foundation 
Hampton and send it by ovi 
longhand. “I was complete!)! 
own pleasure.” 


eaders, Mr. Ensign agreed to write a goodbye letter to Cynthia 
cjcnight mail. “What I did wiQi you was a mistake," he wrote in 
self-centered and only thinking of myself. I used you for my 


But Immediately after the o 
disregard the letter, Ms. Haaii 
months. 

Work After Washington 


cjnfrontation, the senator called Ms. Hampton and told her to 
ipton said. The relationship would continue for six more 


The senator soon began developing an exit strategy to quietly move Doug Hampton out of , 
his life.' 

Senate Republicans were fac ng a tough challenge in 2008 , and Mr. Kn.sign, a$ chairman of 
the National Republican Sen itprial Committee, was charged with raising tens of millions of 
dollars to holp bankroll vulni srablc Republiczoa incumbents and elect newcomers. 


During an afternoon of fund- 
Michael Slanker, the group’s 
his Washington office to re 


raising meetings, in late February 2008, Mr. Ensign confided in 
[political director, that Mr. Hampton was unexpectedly leaving 
to Nevada. 


:tutm 


There, was no mention of thelaffain Instead, Mr. Ensign told Mr. Slanker that MsrHampton 
was ill, and that her husband was weary of flying back and forth between Las Vegas and 
Washington, Mr, Slanker rec^led, (Those explanations were “all untruths,” he said he 
learned later.) 


Within minutes, the senator 


ind Mr. Slanker came up with an idea. 


Michael Slanker had made mb: 
called “Ensign Inc.” serving as 
company Mr. .Slanker and his 
had become dormant after 1 h 3 
Republican committee in 20c ^ 


http://www.nytimes.coin/2009/l 0 


re than $ 500,000 in the prior five years working for what he 
Mr, Ensign’s top fund-raiser and political consultant. The ' 
wife had formed to help run these campaigns, November Inc., 
couple moved to Washington to help Mr. Ensign run the 
7- 


' 02 /us/politics/ 02 ensign.html?_r=l&hp=&pagewanfe<l=p..! 10/2/2009 
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Mr. SlanJker said he propos' 
known base in Nevada politj 
afternoon, the senator and 


^ that the firm could be revived, giving Mr. Hampton a well- 
cal circles to start a small government affairs practice. That 
Mr. Slanker met with Mr. Hampton. 


“Whatever clients you can g« 
Hampton of the deal. 


— you can eat what you Mil,* Mr. Slanker recalled telling Mr. 


As part of the arrangement, 
would pay Mr. Hampton en 
administrative assistant, Mr| 
messages Mr, Hampton seni 
and Mr, Hampton prepared.! 


Mr, Ensign also agreed to help line up three or four clients who 
(jugh Lo match or surpass his $144,000 Senate salary as an 
Hampton said. His account is corroborated, in part^ by e-mail 
A to the senator that spring, and by a work plan that Mr. Slanker 


Soon after, Mr. Ensign callec 
have to leave her $48,000 a /< 
planned. But as severance, tl i 
check for about $100,000, M 


Mr. Ensign’s lawyer in June, 


made a tax-free gift from Mr 
being of longtime family frieh' 


Mr. Hampton’s notes from tl i' 
notepad — made dear that tl 


“No contact what so ever witji Cindy!” 
Phone Calls and Letters 


NV Energy, the largest powejj 
The utOily had been waiting 
environmental assessment oti 


approved, the entire project 
Senator Harry Rei^. the maj 


That is where Mr, Hampton dame in. 


Weeks earlier, Mr. Ensign ha 1 
and inquired about work for ] 


httpr//www.nytimes.com/2009/1 0- 
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the Hamptons separately. Cynfbia Hampton, he said, would 
ear campaign job , while her husband would have to quit as 
e senator said he and his wife would give the Hamplous a 
s. Hampton said. 


| hpw ev er, call ed the $96.0 00 payment that w as iiltima tely 

Ensign’s parents to the Hamptons “out of concern for the well- 
ids during a difficult time." 


,e. phone conversation with Mr. Ensign — sketched on a Senate 
ey had agreed on one other condition. 


company in Nevada, had a problem in the summer of 2008. 
jjnpre than a year for the Interior Department to finish an 
a proposed $5 billion coal-buming plant. 


The company figured that if I fr. Bush left office without the environmental report’s being 

c ould be stalled indefinitely. Nevada Democrats, including 
c rity leader, had spoken out against the plan- 


contacted Michael Yakira, the chief executive of NV Energy, 
. Hampton, the company aclmowledgedin an e-mail 


te/us/politics/02ensign.htnil? p=l &hp=&pagewanted=p... 10/2/2009 
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message. The company and 
contributing more than $50 
Mr. Yaldra met with Mr, Ha m 
“lobbying coordination” of ft' 
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its executives were reliable supporters of the senator, 

,000 to his political causes over the previous five years. After 
ipton, the company hired him, through November Iixc., to do 
ideral ofScials, according to a copy of the contract 


Interviews show that the sei lator also spoke with other Nevada power brokers, including 
Maurice J. Gallagher Jr., th< chief executive of Allegiant Air, the Las Vegas-based discount 
airline; Bob Andrews, a fina icial industry executive; Sig Rogich, a prominent Republican 
consultant; and Paul Steelm m, a casino architect and developer. In the conversations, Mr. 
Ensign did not specify what ype of work Mr. Hampton might perform, but the executives he 
contacted said he had made it dear that Mr. Hampton would be well suited for consulting 
that drew on his Senate exp? rience. 


tlfe 


Mr. Steelman .said that, in 
Ensign's help on a casino 
developer might have busing: 


• di^- 


He did not end up enlisting 
agreeing to $5,ooo-a-month| 
interviews diow. 


midst of a phone conversation in which he was seeking Mir. 
)ute, the senator mentioned hfir, Hampton and asked if the 
!s for him as a lobbyist or consultant 


“He knows I have a lot of clienls Lliroughout the world," Mr. Steelman said in an interview. 


Mr, 


. Hampton, but NV Energy and Allegiant Air did, each 
contracts through November Inc., company documents and 


The senator had a record of fisting Allegiant and NV Energy, both major employers in his 


state. His office, for example; 


had helped the airline resol-^ questions raised by the 


5ecuQties_and Exchange Commission in 2006, before Ihe airline went public, and urged 


federal regulators in 2005 to 
outside Las Vegas. 


http://www.n3^mes.com/2009/l 0^ 


approve NV Energy's plan to buy an electric power plemt 


Still, a review of the records i nd interviews shows that Mr, Hampton, in coordination with 
Mr. Ensign and his staff, pla) ed a significant role in pushing the companies' agendas in 
Washington, 

With NV Energy, for instanc? , Mr. Hampton spent the summer of 2008 strategizing with. 
John Lopez, the senator’s chi rf of staff, about how Mr. Ensign could intervene with the 
Interior Department to get th e coal-plant report completed, Mr. Hampton said. 

In November 2008, Mr. Ensi pi wrote to the Interior Department secretary at the time, Dirk 
iKempthome , restating his loi igstanding view that the project was good for Nevada and 
urging the agency to publish the report. 


02 /us/politics/02ensign.htmi?j_i:= 1 &Iip=&page wanted=p.:. 1 0/2/2009 
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Mr. Hampton followed up tt e 
to get the report released. Tlje 


Mr. Lopez responded the sa: 
hasn’t come out,” hi.s e-mail 


ihi 


e day. “I have been pounding Interior and can't figure why this 
jnes.?age said. "lH call again today.” 


Mr. Lopez asked Matthew C.| 
make inquiries. Mr. Eames, 
Ensign’s ofSce, he contacted 
Washington to urge them to 


Eame.s, the department’s director of Congressional affairs, to 
in an interview, said after that hearing repeatedly from Mr, 
half a dozen Interior Department ofBcials in Nevada and 
issue the report. 


Five days after the e-mail ex 
2008 — the environmental i: 
plant project On hold.) 


( hange between Mr. Hampton and Mr. Lopez — on Dec 17 , 
impact statement was signed, (NV Energy has since put the coal 


Mr. Ensign's office said that 
the plant. The senator “has b 
Hampton was a lobbyist,” ao 


. lis intervention on behalf of the utility reflected his support for 
sen working on this specific issue for a long time before Doug 
:<:ording to Mr. Ensign’s statement. 


Senate etbic.s nila'? and fe.de; 
influence,” from making “anji 
staff member for a year after 
register as a lobbyist if he ini 


Congress in 2007 toughened 
offense. Prosecutors have usi 
several corruption cases, inci 
congressman from Ohio, 


Mr. Hampton, who believed 
success, admitted he had igrn 
responsibility to register him 
do so because it would have 
Capitol Hill, As for violating tjh 


Hamb' 


“Work with Lopez,” Mr. 
make sure Lopez gives you w] 
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next month with an e-mail message to Mr. Lopez, still trying 
delay “is really hurting Nevada," he wrote. 


rid cjiminal law prohibit former aides, if they have “the intent to 
communication to or appearance” with any senator or Senate 
leaving their jobs. A separate law required Mr. Hampton to 
it jnded to press a company’s case on Capitol Hill. 


ethics laws to make failure to file as a lobbyist a criminal 
€ d the 12 -month lobbying ban to bring criminal charges in 
:1 iding the 2006 conviction of B-Ob-Nsy, then a Republican 


lihat Mr. Ensign’s help with his clients was crucial to his . 

,< )red the restrictions. He said that it was November Inc.’s 
as a lobbyist, but he added that he did not insist the company 
ihade obvious that he was making inappropriate contacts on 
e one-year ban, he said he did so at Mr. Ensign’s direction. 


ton said the senator told him. “I will take care of Lopez. I will 
lat you need.” 


Mr. Lopez agreed that Mr. Ensign instructed him to work with Mr. Hampton, but offered a 
different explanation. 


httD://www,nvtimes.com/2009/l OJ 
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ised 


He said that after he had rai 
responded by designating hib 
that the contacts complied w 


concerns about Mr. Hampton’s requests, Mr. Ensign 
to be the ofSce’s intermediary with Mr. Hampton to ensure 
Jith the law. 


Mr. Lopez, who left Mr. Enai| 
Hampton were simply "info: 

"Did Doug advocate and try 
But that’s his problem.” 


n’.s office last month, also said his conversations with Mr. 
ibiational.” 


Several legal ejcperts said, h 
and Mr. Hampton might hav^ 
lobbying his ofiSce and facili 
Brand, a former House geneili 


otweve 


ex, that die communications between Mr. Ensign’s office 
been improper. If Mr. Ensign toaew that Mr. Hampton was 
:tkted the arrangement, he could face an inquiry, said Stan 
lal counsel who specializes in government ethics issues. 


“You can't advise someone tq 
that,” Mr. Brand said. 


Mr. Hampton also tmmed to 
whose chief executive had do|ai 
previous five years. 


^r. Ensign to mtervene in disputes involving Allegiant Air, 
ated $60,000 to tb.e. senator’s political causes over the 


The company was under inv 
deceptively taddng on a “conji 
asked Mr. Lopez to have Mr. 
Peters, to object to the invest!; 
Peters confirmed that the co: 
fine was suspended. 


In his statement, Mr. Ensign' 
chief executive, about the air 
specifically in response to Md 


Mr. Hampton also worked 
between Mr. Gallagher and tl i' 
who is chairman of an airline 
Canada had won to provide tj; 
(Eventually, Air Canada was 
practices that Mr. Gallagher 
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0 lobby in a couple of instances?” Mr. Lopez asked, "Absolutely. 


do something against the law and not run into trouble on 


e stigation by the Department of Transportation last year for 
v^enience fee” on Uckcls sold over the Internet. Mr. Hampton 
p.nsig n call the transportation secretary at the time, Mary E. 
gation, or at least to get a status report on the inquiry. (Ms. 
4 versation occurred.) The appeal jfailed, and half of a $50,000 


office said that he had spoken to Mr. Galla^er, Ahegianf s 
jine’s concerns before calling Ms. Peters and that he did not act 
Hampton’s requests. 


wm 


Mr. Ensign’s office to arrange a March 2009 meeting 
Lc new transporlaliou secrelary, Rav I.aHood . Mr. Gallagher, 
lassociation, was seeking to challenge a contract that Air 
[ansportation to professional American sports teams. 
jWced by the department to make changes in its charter 
had requested.) 


■■ httD://www.-nvtimes.coin/2009/10l 


^02/us/politics/02ensign.htTOl? r=l&bp=&pagewanted=p... 10/2/2009 
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Mr. Ensign requested the session in a phone call to Mr. LaHood, a former House Republican 
colleague, transportation olficiais said, The department described the March ii meeting — 
■with Mr. Hampton in atten« lance — as part of a series of courtesy visits with airline 
executives. The agency achr owledged that the Air Canada dispute was discussed. 


The same day as the Transp o; 
had lunch in the Senate Din i: 
Hampton also set up meetir gi 
including Mr. Coburn. 


Mr. Cobum said he realized 
might have violated the one 


only when asked about it that his meeting with Mr. Hampton 
year lobbying moratorium. “It was wrong,” Mr. Cobum said. 


station Department meeting, Mr. Ensign and Mr. Gallagher 
ng Room, vvdth Mr. Hampton and Mr- Lopez joining them. Mr. 
:s for Allegiant with five other senators on Capitol Hill, 


Allegiant Air and November Inc. also said they were unaware of any possible legal issues 
until asked recently, and said they would consult their lawyers to determine if corrective 
action was needed. ' 


said that if his company was part of improper lobbying 

whole situatiOT “makes, me sick to my. 


Mr. Slanker, at November lEjc, 
efforts , “Tm going to make 
stomach.” 

Going Public 

Months after Mr. Hampton di.scovered the affair, he and his wife began seeing a counselor to 
salvage their marriage. But Mr. Hampton said he became increasingly embittered toward 
Mr. Ensign over the “destruction” the infidelity had caused. 


By July aooS, Mr. Hampton 
helped him get only two die: 
at Allegianf Air that pmd as 
precarious position because c| 
couldn’t keep living a lie,” he 


aid. he was worried about his finances, since the senator had 
. The next month, Mr. Hampton secured a full-time position 
uch as $ 225,000 a year. But he said he stffl felt he was in a 
|f his reliance on the senator for access in Wa.shitigton. ‘T 
taid. 


rite 


4 - 


So in April, he hired a lawyer, 
said he believed the Hamptorjs 
dismissals from his staff and 


Daniel J, Albregts of Las Vegas, In an interview, Mr. Albregts 
might ha^'e a civil claim against Mr. Ensign over their 
|bie consequences for their family. 


That began a series of intensej, though ultimately futile conversations intended to reach a 
fincmcicil scttleraent. 


http://www.ny1imesxom/2009/l 0i|D2/us/politics/02ensigii,html?_r=l &hp=&pagewanted 7 p. . . , 1 0/2/2009 
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Mr. Hampton went back to ijd] 
for the Hamptons to help th' 
with Mr. Ensign, who said, 1 


r. Cobum, who offered to talk to Mr. Ensign about restitution 
relocate from Nevada. Mr, Cobum said he raised the issue 
llUsten." 


Mr. Albregts gave Mr. Cobu: 
Hamptons' home, lost waged 


Mr. Cobum dismissed that 
about $a million, which Mr. 


“That's a joke; forgot it,” Mr. 
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aln a figure: just under $8.5 million, to cover purchase of the 
and "pain and suffering.” 


afe "ridiculous.” Mr. Hampton came back with a lower number • 
Cobum passed on. Mr. Ensign flatly rejected the proposal. 


Coburn recalled Mr. Ensign saying. 


The nogotiatioiis were over, 
telling his lawyer, he wrote a| 
lead to a hastily scheduled no 
regret over the “deep pain” h 


but Mr. Hampton had a final card to play: publicity. Vvfi-tihout 
letter to Fox News on June 11 laying out the affair. That would 
iws conference days later, when Mr, Ensign would ejqpress 
had caused both families. 


Doug and Cynthia Hampton 
the scandal, and his NY Ene: 


house up for sale and*hope"fc 

While several citizens' watch 1< 
Ensign's conduct, there are n 
and his back-to-business den i 
helped him ride out the poli 
opposing a major element of 
were no longer attached to hib 


are both now out of work — Allegiant Air let him go because of 
!i gy contract expired this spring. The couple have put their 
leayeT^ VegasT 


og groups have caDed for an ethics investigation into Mr. 
io signs of any active inquiries. Mr. Ensign’s string of apologies 
eanor in -the months since his news conference appear to have 
1 Storm. Over the last week, he made the news again, for 
[President Obama 's health care plans. References to the affair 


itica! 


Barclay Walsh contributed i^earch. 
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EXHIBIT C 


i 



I 


John, 

Hat« to bring you back In tha loop on thls...cflrtalnty no fault of Brooke's but still no release on this request from DOI. 

Cen you shed some light or bape that this Is going to happen? I 

i 

i 

Doug Hampton 
November Inc. 
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Frgm; 

Sent: 

To; 

Subject: 


bou 9 Hampton (dii^mpton^ 

Ndey, December 12,2008 d;Z5 AM 
Lopez, John (Ensign)' 

RE: Draft EIG 


NotFOIA redactions 


Thanks John really appreciate It. The sadness to this Issue Is the interconnect for the line transmission is tied up in this 
draft and Is really allthe Power Company Is Interested Inmoving on at this time. They realize that the Ely Coat Plants a 
part of it is on hold for soinn^lme (not to mention Impossible to get financing) but DOI is really hurting Nevada and It's 
ability to move (an aspect of this that even Reid really wants) forward on connecting the North and South. Maybe 
passing along this part of thd message would be helpful. 


Tromt lopez, John (Ensign) [malIto:JohnJjopez 
Sent: Friday, December 12, 2008 9;18 AM 
To; Doug Hampton 
Subject; RE: Draft £IS 




HI Doug I have been pounding Interior and can't figure out why this hasn't come out.... they said If would. I've been 
calling Kempthorne's top guy about this with no luck. J'll call agalri today, 

JOHN P. LOPEZ 
Chief of staff 

U.S. Senstor John Ensign (R<Neir.) 
tip ftusssH Serrate Offlct eulldlng 
2051D.280S: 



to 

to 


to 


10/06/2009 12:34 2025885020 CREW . ^ PAGE 


10/06/2009 12:34 

f 


2025885020 


CREW- 


PAGE 23/23 


From; 

Sent:- 

To; 

Subject: 


-lanibli 


Doug Hi 
Friday, O' 
'Sanoher, 

FW: Draft SIS 


7eoei 


Ion [dhamptoniSI 
mber 12.20089:20 AM 
ony* 


NotFOIA redactions 


Update.„.wlli keep you posted 


Freirw Lopez, John (Ensfgn) tmallto:j4n 
Sant! Fiiclay, December 12, 2008 9:18 
Tpi Doug Hampton 
Subjecb RE: Draft SS 


Hi Doug. I hove been pounding lntarIoi| 
calling Kernpthome's top guy about thl 

JOHNP.IOPB 
CDief of Staff 

U.S. Senator John Enslin (ft*Nev.) 

119 Russell Senate offlee Buildinf 
Washington, D. C. 20810-2805 
phone 
fbis 


end can't figure out why this hasn't come out....th€V said it would. I've been 
with rto luck, I'll call again today. 


l8>$ieN UP PQR ENSIGN'S WEEKLY UPi:kTE 


(4t»ns Doug Hampton [mailtosclhamptchi 
Sent: Friday, DacemberlZ, 2008 12: iq Ppi 
To: Lopez, John (Ensign) 
subijecft: Draft es 


John, 


rib. 


Hate to bring you back in the loop on tl 
Can you shed some light nr hope that t|il 

Doug Hampton 
NovemboNnc 

Mft 


.certainly no fault of Brooke's but still no release on this request from DOI, 
Is Is going to happen? 
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October 7, 2009 

Ensign Says He Won’t Step Down 

Bv ERIC UCHTBLAU and Kl^TC! T.TPTON 

WASHINGTON — Even as fellow Republicans continued to witihhold public support for him, Senator John 
Ensign of Nevada said Tuesday that he had done nothing improper on behalf of a former aide with whose 
wife he had an affair and that he would not resign his seat. 

“No, definitely not,” Mr. Ensign told a reporter outside his office when asked if he had any plans to step down 
in the face of political pressure. 

Mr. Ensign’s remarks were his first public comments on the controversy since The New York Times reported 
last week that he helped get lobbying jobs in 2008 for the former aide, Douglas Hampton, a longtime friend, 
and then intervened with government agencies on behalf of Mr. Hampton’s corporate clients. 

Those efibrts by the senator followed his admission to Mr. H^ptori of an affair with Mr. Hampton’s wife, 
who also worked for Mr. Ensign, as campaign treasurer. They followed as well Mr. Ensign’s removal of Mr. 
Hampton from his Senate staff, in an effort to contain damage that the affair had inflicted on both families. 

Speaking briefly outside his Senate office when approached separately by reporters for CNN and The Times, 
Mr. Ensign declined Tuesday to discuss any specifics concerning the matter. 

But he did say, “I feel veiy confident that when all of this stuff is thoroughly vetted that everything will work 
out just exactly like I said: that we complied strictly with all the rules and laws of the ethics of the Senate.” 

Since last week’s disclosure, some watchdog groups have called for Mr. Ensign’s resignation, and Republican 
leaders-inWashingtonhavebeen-largely-silenton.hisstatus.\nthin-theparty^TheBenate-Repuhlican4eader,— - 
Mitch McConnell of Kentucky, said last week that he would withhold comment on the Ensign matter except 
to note that “he continues to serve.” Mr. McConnelHs office again declined to comment Tuesday. 

Legal experts say that if he condoned or facilitated Mr. Hampton’s efforts to win intervention from him on 
behalf of clients, then Mr. Ensign may have violated a criminal law barring senior Congressional aides from 
lobbying their former bosses for a year after leaving their posts. 

Mr. Ensign’s office has said that any actions he took in support of Mr. Hampton’s clients were “not at the 
behest of Mr. Hampton, ” but the Senate Ethics Committee has already begun examining the matter, and the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation is expected to do so as well. 

Mr. Ensign indicated Tuesday that he did not believe that Mr. Hampton’s communications with him 
amounted to lobbying or any other banned contact. 
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“You can talk to anybody,” he said of the restrictions. 

Asked about his intervention with federal agencies on behalf of two Hampton cUents, Allegiant Air and NV 
Energy, Mr. Ensign told CNN, “I never met with Doug Hampton on any of that stuff.” 

Interviews and documents, however, show that Mr. Ensign had lunch in the Senate dining room in March 
with Mr. Hampton and executives from Allegiant Air to discuss aviation issues. That lunch took place on the 
same day that the airline executives, in a meeting arranged by Mr. Ensign, spoke with Transportation 
Secretary Ray LaHood about a dispute vrith a foreign carrier and other issues. 

Mr. Ensign also intervened for Allegiant Air to resolve an investigation into the possibility of overcharging on 
the airline’s Internet fares, and he pushed the Interior Department on behalf of NV Energy to make final an 
environmental review concerning a $5 billion coal plant, the interviews and documents show. 

Mr. Hampton had sought Mr. Ensign’s help on all those issues. 

For the last few weeks, Mr. Ensign has been helping lead Republican opposition to aspects of the Democrats’ 
health care proposals. 

“I am focused on doing my work,” he said Tuesday when asked whether he had given any consideration to 
resigning. “And I’m going to continue to focus on doing my work.” 

Nancy Erhaut/who leads the RepublicahTartv in Nevada," Mid"<pesT 3 ons ab6ut'Mf. Ensigii’s'status Were 
“unfortunate.” Ms. Emaut said that the senator “does a good job” and that “he serves the state of Nevada 
well,” adding, “There is a bit of a witch hunt on here.” 
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Las Vegas Sun 

THE SENATOR'S SCANDAL: 

Ensign likely in cross hairs of 
feds, ex-prosecutors say 

Former Justice officials say charges wouldn’t come 
for months 

By BJchardjfi,. Serrano (cootact) 

Thursday, Oct. 8, 2009 | 2 a.m. 

A year ago, a small, little-known cadre of lawyers at the Justice Department headquarters in Washington 
was in federal court prosecuting the rarest of prizes for a group devoted to ferreting out public 
corruption. The man standing trial was a sitting United States senator, and he eventually not only would 
be convicted but also would lose his bid for reelection after decades in the nation’s capital. 

Now, according to several former prosecutors who have worked in the unit, the Public Integrity Section 
has almost certainly set its sights on another sitting senator, John. Ensign of Nevada, and either is 
c ompleting an initial inquiry or has expanded the matter into a f ull-bore criminal inv e stiga ti on. 

The sources said their former colleagues in the unit, created ftiree decades ago in the wake of flie 
Watergate scandal, would be seeking to determine whether Ensign and a former aide, Doug Hampton, 
violated federal law by skirting restrictions on conducting lobbying work less than a year after Hampton 
left Ensign’s staff. If the investigation produces felony charges. Ensign and Hampton could face up to 
five years in prison. 

“There’s a good chance there is already an assistant U.S. attorney assigned to this case,” said Guy 
Singer, who as part of Public Integrity Section helped prosecute the Capitol Hill corruption cases 
involving lobbyist Jack Abramoff. 

“Basically you’re opening an investigation where someone has made very clear allegations of potential 
..criminal conduct,” Singerndded. “It’s not a.fishing.expedition.” .... 

Joshua G. Berman, who also helped prosecute the Abramoff case when he worked in the Public Integrity 
Section, said he “wouldn’t be siuprised” if the matter has been cleared for a full investigation. 

“Usually you do a very quick, preliminary look at the facts, maybe just the public record,” Berman said. 
“Talk to some witnesses. See if there is enough to do a full investigation. And I wouldn’t be surprised if 
they felt in this case there was enough predication for a full investigation. Theoretically, they could be 
there already.” 

Current Justice and FBI officials refused to comment on any ongoing reviews. 

How the process works 

The former prosecutors in separate interviews described how the process works inside the two-dozen- 
prosecutor imit and characterized the Ensign matter as a fairly simple case to put together. They said an 
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investigation could have been triggered any number of ways — including by curious agents watching 
the Ensign matter unfold this year, by Hampton himself or by people close to Hampton who contacted 
the government. 

They said protocol would require a Justice Department supervisor, perhaps as high as the deputy 
attorney general’s office, to sign off on a written brief for expanding an initial inquiry into a full 
criminal probe. They also said that Attorney General Eric Holder in all likelihood would be advised 
about the investigation — especially since the matter has received such intense media attention. 

“You’re talking about a senator as a target,” Singer said. 

Ensign has acknowledged that he carried, on an extramarital affair with Hampton’s wife, Cynthia. It also 
has been revealed that Ensign’s parents paidjlie Hamptpns.$96,00p when he left Ensign’s staff. 

Last week The New York Times reported allegations that Ensign helped Doug Hampton find work as a 
lobbyist and intervened with federal regulators to benefit Hampton’s new clients. Federal law requires 
federal employees to wait at least a year before engaging in lobbying activities. Ensign has said little 
about his involvement, if any, in the alleged lobbying arrangement. On Tuesday he told CNN that he and 
his staff members “absolutely did nothing wrong.” He told the S,un and other reporters that he was “fully 
planning on working, staying in office.” 

Where Doug Hampton stands 

Singer and Berman said Public Integrity prosecutors, and possibly FBI agents and assistant prosecutors 
from the Washin^on and Nevada field offices, would move quickly to scoop tip the public record arid 
seek interviews with Doug Hampton and other potential witnesses. 

Key to their investigation would be statements Hampton has made about an arrangement with Ensign 
and the senator’s help in his lobbying efforts, as well as e-mail and other documents that Hampton has 
• made public. By doing so, the former prosecutors said, Hampton appears to have deeply incriminated 
himself along with Ensign. 

Singer, now a partner in the Washington law office of Fulbright and Jaworski, said investigators would 
want to sit down with Hampton immediately, especially because he appears still upset with Ensign over 
the affair. 

“It’s- the reverseof hell hath no -fury like- a- woman scorned,’’ Singer said.- “This guy is in- an- emotional 
rage. He opens up and bleeds all over himself. You want to lock this guy down with some kind of a 
statement, if not to the grand jury, at least to an FBI agent.” 

Berman, now head of litigation in Washington for the firm of Sonnenschein Nath and Rosenthal, agreed. 
But he went a step further, suggesting that Public Integrity officials may already be presenting 
’ documents and other material to a grand jury. 

“You have witness interviews. You have documents being subpoenaed, e-mails being supplied,” 

Berman said. “And if the grand jury is being used, it can go very quiet for a while.” 

He and Singer thought it could be up to six months before criminal charges, if any, are sought. A trial 
could come a year or more later. Much of it depends on cooperation from witnesses, and whether Ensign 
thinks it is hurting him politically. 

A historical parallel 
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But they also pointed out that the Ensign allegations are much simpler than the complex web of the 
Abramoff case. One of the biggest targets was Congressman Bob Ney, R-Ohio, accused of activities 
very similar to what has surfaced in the Ensign matter. 

Ney eventually pleaded guilty to conspiracy to commit multiple offenses, including fraud and crimes 
surrounding violation of the one-year lobbying ban. In January 2007 he was sentenced to 30 months in 
prison and a $6,000 fine. 

Two of his former chiefs of staff, Neil G. Volz and William J. Heaton, also pleaded guilty but were' 
given probation after they cooperated with the government against Ney. 

Singer said that scandal “was the largest corruption investigation since Watergate, in breadth and 
scope.” Numerous Capitol Hill and K Street lobbying figures were prosecuted, including ultra-lobbyist 
Jack Abramoff, who traded off his congressional ties to raise fees from a wide range of clients, such as 
American Indian tribes seeking casino licenses. 

However, the Ensign matter, Singer said, is a more ‘‘discreet investigation of a specific senator and his 
alleged misconduct.” 

Put another way. Singer said, “Bob Ney was one spoke on a large wheel where Abramoff was the hub of 
that wheel. In this case, if there’s a hub, it’s Sen. Ensign.” 

But Berman cautioned that even simpler cases do not always pan out. 

— ’■The-senator-being-tried-by-the-Public-Integrity-Section.a-year-.agOJwasJIed-Stey^ns-of Alaska.JH[ewas. 

convicted of lying on a Senate disclosure form to hide $250,000 in gifts and home renovations. Stevens, 
then the longest-serving Republican in the Senate, consequently lost his seat. But in a surprising chain of 
events, the conviction was tossed out after a judge ruled prosecutors had withheld some evidence helpful 
to the defense. 

Given that, Berman said, “it’s impossible to know how these things will turn out.” 

© Las Vegas Sun, 2009, All Rights Reserved. Job openings. Published since 1950. Cpnta<:t us to 
report news, errors or for advertising opportunities. 
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'Not FOIA redactions 


_Hamptpn> Doug (Ensi^ nj 

Prom: Doud Hampton [dougjiampton@flHHHHPH| 

Sant:’ Tuesday, February26, ZOOS 9:38 AM tr/t f t 

To: Hampton, DoudtEfl^gn) 

SubJoMj FwNwambartnezoos im eO£>mm.UrvK # 7^0 ‘ 


Sent via BlackOerry by AT&T 


-——•original Message—— 
Fihmh; "Slantcer^ Mike” <mslank< 


Date; Tuc, 26 Pcb 2008 00;a6;?5 
To; <ctoug hawptort 
Subject; November inc zees 


b-rsianker, Undsey" < lslsnke] 


Here is an estimate of what it will cost to make November Inc operational per raonth. The 
company has an additional $1>S00 In expenses each month that we have accounted for outside of 
this list. Th^ are expenses that we are paying already and have set aside money for. 

I think this is more than doable. Health Care is too low i believe but we won'*! know until 
we get you set up. Me will also have some start up costs in Computer equlpnent and business 
eards„ 


Additional- ■Mortthly-Expcnse—new-employaB- — — _ 

14.583.33 Salary <$175,0e0/year) 
i|3ee.90 Employee payroll taxes 

380.08 Health insurance - depends on age/sex 
2.480.88 Rent on Divalay house 

208.00 Cell phone/slackberry 

280.00 Internet/Phone 

308.89 Other ttisc - office supplies, security, cleaning etc. 

10.283.33 TOTAL (each month) 
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Douff Hampton 

Senator Oflice ' I 
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DoujjJHajngton 

From! 

Sant! 

TO! 

Sub]«ct; 


SianKor, MlKo (msianKaitmHM 
Tuesday. May o s. 20 db i:S6 pm 
dougLtiampton^HIHMHilOoug Hampton 
FW^doug'aneads 


Not FOIA redactions 


I responded to Rebecca. $175,000 pay for right now ok? First paycheck later this month baaed on getting some Inv^cing 
going and a few checks In ok? Start date on the books maybe this coming .Monday ok? You ok with twice a month pay 
as she laid out? Wifi get you a credit card shordy. I dropped the ball on Ihctl, 


From; rebeccaHHHHHHHHHHHHH 

Sant! Turssday, Hoy 06i 2009 . 

to: Slanker, Mike; doug Jtampton^rflHHHP^ dhampron^SilHHMBII 
Subject: Re: doug's needs 

Hi Mike and Doug, 

Doug, I look forward to wratking with you in the near fUturel Here are some questions I have for both of you - 
not sure which of you will know the tmsweics! 

1) When is Doug's official start date? 

2) What is Doug's annual salary? We have always paid twice a month on tiie ISth and last day of the month; 
docs tljat still work? When will the first paycheck be? 

3) Should I be tracking Doug's income and expenses fix>m lus clients separately? If so, do you want to use one 

"oflhe'DBA's'ororcatctmewone? 

4) Will Doug be a signer on any or all of the bank accounts? 

5) 1$ the Am Ex set up for Doug yet? 

1 can start invoicing as soon as I have the client information, A contract would be great, but if you don’t have 
that yet, monthly amount and billing address wlU do for now. 

! am in the process if gettUtg the health Insurance finalized and once we have the final plan 1 vrill get Doug the 
paperwork to fill out and get him started on that. I will also PDF over the employment paperwork diat I need 
filled out in a separate e-mail to Doug. 

Please let me know if you have any questions fitr me or if I can get yon any information. 

Thanks, 

Rebecca 


Rebecca Daniels 



L 
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— Original Message — 

From; Sla nker, Mike <m8l ank&r@MBBi 

To: retKccflB|||||||H^^ebeoc^^ie]$ <rebe ccai^BBBBHBB K> N ot F O I A re d a cti o n s 
Cc; dougJmmpion{^HIHH|Hl 
Sent; Tue^ 6 May 2008 10:20 am 
Subject' dong’s needs 

Ho has landed hte lirst cilentv^th a few more to fellow Into next. week, 

He needs to get you contiaots and terms so we can begin inventing, I thi nK he would like en invoice to go out this week to 
the iirst client 

He also needs to get health care paperwork flUed out and payroll Information as well. 

I'm sure I'm missing something but these are the ba^os. 

iVe copied him on thia einidl so the two of you can get togelher and begin the process. 

The House/Offlea will not be ^notional for a vriille. It is becoming a storage place but rtot yet a functioning oNiro. 
Hopefully In a month or so. 

Thank you Rebecca. 


MiksSltitket 

PcEdoi] Diteccor 

Nsdcrtsl RtaubBtiitt Senstodsl Canimittce 


Plan your next roadltlp with MapQuesteem: America's #1 Mapping Site. 


t 
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^Dou^Hampton 

To; 


nvonsign 



John^ 






10 


40 


I have a few significant Issues. I am not sure the solutions but I will continue for the moment to give you the benefit of 
doubt and communicate with you. 

It has been a few weeks since you last contacted me and the month of May is near its eiui. I have two clients Allegianl 
and Nevada Power and will not draw a salary in May. Contracts with these clients are signed and negotiated but 
Invoices must be paid and November inc. has no money to pay me until these clients pay their invoices, itegardless of 
the circumstance you ensured me that i would not be Injured as a result of leaving your organization. Your best efforts 
to secure clients as not created a scenario v^hcreby I was able to leave your organization which was In your best Interest 
and not be impacted financially. This issue as important and concerning as it Is to me.ur.maybe gready impacted by the 
next Issue, 



John I can honestly tell you I do not know what to do with the circumstance you and Cindy have brought into our lives, 
My greatest ef forts to forgive, get past, take the hit leave your oiganization have done nothing to change or end what 
has come into our lives. It will be a miracle of great magnitude if this does not ruin all our lives. 


1 am really struggling with whatto do^..^.? 
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Novettib 


ABK^&fT FOR CONSUniMS SERVICE 
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FQRCMWeRNMe^r AfPAIRS CCWSULTlNa 
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Doug Hampton 


Sm" 

John, 

I would prefer to write you at this time so I choose my words carefully and communicate effectively, 1 am very upset at 
the circumstances of these past few weeKs, 

First, you have not contacted me weekly and if you are still leaving messages or emails on the 202 number 1 have not 
used that phone in v^eeks. This last voice mail is the first you have left on my nev^ number which you have had for 
v/eeks. Regardless of your best efforts«..todaY I have one client you have truly made happen for me (Allegrant Air) 
Nevada Power was my idea and you made a two minute phone call to Michael Yackira of which 1 Could have made to 
setup the appointment. No matter what the excuse as a result of your actions and your actions alone I left yogr 
organization in April doing all that was asked of me. You ensured me that you would have no issues getting at least 
three clients and that more than likely 1 would make more money consulting than I did working for the Senate, Today 
that is not the case and in May my Income suffered. Forget the severance that was not part of the deal and that wa$ for 
Cindy having to leave her Job, There was no severanoc for me as you stated it was not possible with government 
employees. 

1 feel strongly In spite of your efforts that I have been v;ronged in all of this and continue to suffer as a result what 
happened these last several months. I also feel I have treated you kindly and in a Christ like manner through these last 
few months and handled myself with great professionalism, i know it's been more difficult getting clients and arranging 
contracts than you presented it in March in the tV office with Stanker. But the bottom line from my perspective the 
scenario is wrong. 



To: nvensIgn©Hi 

subject: Voice Message 


I absolutely believe 1 deserve a job that pays me not a penny less than what I was making as your AA. I did an 
outstanding Job and those are your words. My situation in needing to leave is as a result of your actions^. First month 
out I went backwards financially., ..that's the bottom line. And'l do not believe November Inc. (Blanker} should have to 
come up with the money for me. 

$0 that's where we are today, i have scheduled a meeting with Bob Andrev/s and we shall see, but regardless of what 
happens with them I will more than likely take another hit in June as a result of getting these clients signed and invoices 
paid to Nov. (nc. 

So you khow where fstahd'ahd I trust you wifi do what is right: ’ * 


1 
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From} 

Sent: 

To: 

$ubj9ci; 


D0U9 Hampton IdbamplontgfHH 
Tnufsday, July 10. 200e 1 1:i4 M 
•SianRor. Mik&‘ 

RG: hey man 


NotFOIA redactions 


Mike, 

ThanR you for this follow up leUof and your honesty, I want to address alt of your thoughts and concerns, 

First of all thank you for all your thoughts and prayers for me and my family, To give you an update^ the Lord has 
recently introduced us to a new counselor we have been seeing v^ho Is very exportenced and proactive In helping 
couples who have gone through similar situations os ours. With a lot of hard work on our parU/ the counselors help and ' 
guidance from the Lord I believe we are headed in the right direction. 

Secondly^ I am truly sorry for anything I have said or done to hurt you and Lindsey. It was not my heart or Intention to 
do so In anyway, Cindy and ! are tec rlbly sorry that you have been brought into the middle of this sUuation thot ha$ $0 
deeply affected you and your dally lives. In regards to me and our discussion about how much you are reading and • 
studying. 1 iuive terribly commurticdted my thoughts with you somehow causing you to feel Judgedi It pains me to know 
I carne across that way and I want you to know that my intent was to reveal or discuss what Cod 1$ teadiing me about 
the leader he is calling me to be knowing the terrible husbarKi and person I have been, not to judge you In any way at 
all. Again, please forgive me for coming across that way. 

I do need to tell you that j don't understand the comments and thoughts about Cindy and her ability to talk vrith Lindsey 
and assumptions about her needing space. I truly fee) that Cindy has been remarkable In her attempts to take 
rcspdnsIbliily'fofiierch^ireTaTnffBllTiSTeachourln'aileDperway'toilndsc^.-'Webotlv have stated-the^wkvi^ardness^ — 
about the v/hoie situation. It v/a$ never Our Intent to ask you and Lindsey to change your relationship Virith John, we just 
expressed our concern if there was a possibility 1i could come between us. this is something we would never v/am to 
see happen. With that said^ wo do not want to put pressure on you to spend time with us, knowing bow hard this has 
been on both of you. We want 10 be sensitive to your difflcull situation arid in no way shape or form keep you in the 
crosshairs. 

We have at your request reached out to you and Included both of you in some of our deepest thoughts, cdr>cerns, cares, 
fears and hardships. You hav.estated or nuostlonpd v^hy Cindy and [ tend to throw each of you '"long balls' ; this Is truly 
perplexing in light.of each of you continually encouraging us to ^are our hoartit with you. If you only knew how bad 
Cindy feels about what has .taken place, she would do anything to go back and make different choices. The one 
conclusion v/e have come to is that when John finally admitted to having feelings for Cindy that started over year ago 
and then acted on tiiem this last December, no matter how Cindy would have responded the relationship was forever 
changed, For instance, if Cindy has said no to him he would nave never accepted that answer and either would have 
pursued her harder or would have most likely distanced himself from her. if Cindy would have told me or Darlene it 
would have forever changed Our relationship with the families. U was a no win situation. 

The unfortunate part is that we had brought you and Lindsey into our circle, we all worked together and now you have 
had to be a part and witness firsthand the destruction of a close, lifelong friendship. That is the reason v/e never wanted 
you and Lindsey to find out in the first place. Not because wc'dldn't want to lefl you, but because of how you both are 
feeling nov/ is exactly what we were afraid of. Cindy wanted to tell Lindsey several times, but did not want to be selfish 
and bring her into all this knowing she had to work so closelly with John every day. $ho v/as also counseled that is wasn't 
just her story to toll it Is John's also and the more talking that was done could result In the story getting out and 
publicaliy causing even more danriage than it already has. So when Lindsey finaliyconfessed knowing after several 
v/aeks and was angry and disappointed at Cindy for not telling and even threatened our relationship and business 
relationship It was hurtful to us. We honestly only had v<5ur best interest in mind. The part we wrestle vjith 1$ how were 
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you any different when J come \o you and told you Cindy wasn't abfe to v/ork anymore and you didn't share what you 
already knev/ with me. I cOuld be jU$t a,$ upset v^Fth you a$ UfJd$fiy was at Cindy, hut I choose to believe the best and 
/eafiie you were in <Fisbellef, shock and didn't know what to do or say, 

Ustty, in regards to the business from i completely understarvd fiow you and Lindsey would like to Keep November inc, 
running, YOU have ma de it a successfuf company and you have a bt to be proud of in that regard. In talking to you and 
reasoning together I was only giving you my thoughts and concerns In going forward and I am terribly sorry If I fiavo 
offended you and Lindsey in any way. 1 am also trying to understand where you both see all of this going and how I fit 
into the equation* With everything that has transpired I am wondering if you even want me to be a part of November 
Inc. anymore, I understand that right now you are both buried at the NR5C and cannot give a lot of thought or concern 
to what I am doing right now. One of my biggest frustrations is that I am working hard on getting more dienls, but I 
have no.internaJ comrol as far as the Invoicing for the clients I have now of v/hlch you asked me to let Rebecca handle, 
As you botft Know I have only been paid once and v/e are already in our third month, With all of this said i hope you 
will both be honest with me and tell me if you would like me to move on and look for employment elsewhere. 

I hope this clarifies some of our thoughts and answers most of your concerns. We also love you both very much and 
want to be a part of yourlives, However, we too don*t want to hurt either of you and cause you more pain and difficulty 
in your life in any way. 

love you brother 


From; Slanker, Mike (rnaiIto:m$lanker^fl||B 

SonKThurstfay,3u?y 10,2008 8:04AM NOtFOIA reClaCtiOHS 

To: Doug Hampton 
subject: hey man 

Just %vantQd to lake a moment and follow up on our last two conversabons. 

rifs^r, knoyr that our thoughts and prayers are vnth you end your family. wfsFtfiire was Vhore we eouldda ple^, if ' ’ 

you are in need of scmeining wo can provide all you have to do is ask. 

Second, i have thought a lot about semelWng you have said to me a few times lately. About leading our respeedva 
famaies and not letting divisive situations come about due to our fack of leadership or attention, Lindsey and I are in the 
middle of something that vi*e wrestle with every day-we areso close to It all that it has affected our day to day life and our 
relationship. We believe that God has put us in this place to help and love and we are doing all v/e believe that w» can to 
do both 

rm asking you to understand that Ibis is tough for us sometimes. When Cindy can't talk to Lindsey, or you aek me why 
our business is constructed the way it Is or how much Tm reading and studying day to rfey-wa struggle with now vre 
should respond V^^nlte viB can't possibly understand what you may be going through we do struggle with being in iha 
crosshaire, 

On the personal front, we are happy lo give Cindy space if that tielps things. We love her and want her to bounce ba*ck 
from this, if our refationshlp with John rrwkes that more difficult then we won't pressure her to spend lime with us. Her 
relaliortship with you is most irnponant and we don’t want to bo in ^he way of the work you are doing, 

9^ front I just need to explain how we see tilings, November Ino- will aiweys be Lindsey and Mike as 

partners r Thai d oes noi nscessar Ky mean only Lindsey and Mike 'Into the fuluro buf 5 1 does mwh we wil! hav^ equal i^y 
at the labie for company decisions. The company was founded on a shared approach to business and we believe that we 
each provide a dilffirenl expertise and souroo of income. We are comfortable with mat modal and have no intentions of 
changing it vye also feel ihat we cannot commit to who ouf clients wilL or wBI not be. and feel like v/e need lo reserve the 
right to make inoae decisions on ourc^vn. I don't say that Just In response lo Ensign fnc. as a cileni but to all decisions 
that will need to make moving forward. 

f hope this does not como off terse because It is not meant to bo. We love you both very much end went to be a part of 
yourlives. In the same respect, we don't want to hurt either ol you by making your life more difftcull in any way. 


2 
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Doug Hampton 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Doug Hampton {dhampton^BI 
Monday. July 14. 2008 9;34 AM 
'nven&ign@MIIHHH 

Sob Andrews 

John^ 



Not FOIA redactions 


Sab final got back to me and they have decided that they do not need the service at this time. 

t have got to be honest with you, it is getting more and more difficult to take that high road with you and not Just consult 
an attorney on all that you have done to me and my family because I believe this is never going to stop* 

I sent you a text message Saturday morning on a very difficult phone call that was received by Cindy and you didn't have 
the decency to acknowledge receipt of the message.* If you and your family were receiving phone calls from people we 
had spoken to about your ordeal I believe you would be extremely upset and handle me in a very different manner. 


John if this whole drcumstance was reversed and I did ail thisloyou^ I do not believe you would handle yourself in the 
manner I have handled you. Here we are in the middle of July and you continue to deeply hurt and impact my family in 
one form or another. You have not retained three clients for me as promised and your poor choices have lead to a deep 
hurt and financial impact to my family. In my opinion you hav e not made anything right or upheld your end of anything 
{all talking to cease, clients, no more hurt to the Han n il 1 1 1 T ) > 


If'I’wasrsach'a-terrible-frrend'andHiedand'took-fromyoufmanciallyover-theyear^tgot^dinnerSrVacatlans^.governs 

cup,.. etc,) why do you ever hire me In the first place? Who are you John? How could anyone who truly cared for 
another person be so feeling less towards what has taken place? You speak of the kindness and the manner In which I 
dealt With you In April stating '^you wished some day you could approach me in the same manner''^ and here we are a 
few months later and you continue to revealwho you really are — a self centered, self consumed person who only cares 
for their own well being. 1 don't mean for those words to be as harsh as they must come across but John what would 
you do if you were me and I was the Senator and did this to you? It Just appears to me that you only care for yourself 
and give little regard to us and what you have done otherwise you would really see my point of view. 

The "open Range" opportunity needs to work out because I will not sit back and let my family be ruined financially 
because of what has taken place. At your request and your design I left your organization to save your reputation and 
career and mine has been ruined. What you fail to remember Is I have kindly and without question accepted your 
decision making in this process and you have not held up ar^y part of your responsibility. The bottom line is my career 
and ir^come have been significantly impacted because of you. If I wasn't working on the Bean's deal what would you do 
for me? What clients are you working on currently to get my income back to where I was when I was asked to leave by 
you?"' "7 'V ' - ' " " 

Doug 


I 
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Order 2008-9-18 



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON, D.C 


Issued by the Dcparltncnl of Tronsportalion 
on the 15^** day of September, 200S 


Alleiilant Air, LLC 

Violations of 49 VS.C. § 41712 
and 14 CFR 399.84 


Docket OST 2008-0031 
Served September 15, 2008 


CONSENT ORDER 

This consent order concerns fare displays by Allegiant Air, LLC (Allegianl) on its 
website (www.allcgianiair.com) that failed to comply with the Department’s mic on full 
fare advertising, 14 CFR 399.84, and the related statute, 49 U.S.C. § 41712(a), The 
carrier assessed a '“convenience fee” on all ticket poichascs except those made at one of 
the carrier's aiiport ticket oftices. Under section 399,84, this fee should have been 
included In fiuiianarc"qu61eToir7nre^nt's wcBsiier^ 

civil penally of $50,000 and directs the carrier to cease and desist from future similar 
violations. 

To ensure that consumers rcccivc accurate and complete tnformalion on available air 
fares, section 399.84 of the Department’s rules (14 CFK 399.84) requires that fate 
advertisements by air carriers or their agents stale the full price to be charged the 
consumer. Tliis requirement extends to advertisements on Internet sites. Under its 
enforcement case precedent, the Department has allowed certain govemmcnl taxes and 
fees to be slated separately in fai^ advertisements, provided thai the consumer is 
informed of these charges in conveniently accessible text.^ However, because 
Allegiant' s convenience fee, a non-govemmenc fee, applied to the large majority of ticket 


‘ Fees or charges may be listed separately, under Department precedent, provided that they 
are levied by a govemmcnl entity, are not mi i*idorem in nature, are collected on a pcr«passenger 
basis, and their existence and amount arc clcariy Indicated in the advertisement so that the 
consumer can determine the full fare to be paid, Examples of such additional charges are 
passenger facility ohaiges (PFCs) and intematiojtal departure taxes. On Iniemcl displays, these 
charges may be noted through a prominent link, placed adjacent to the stated fare, that takes the 
viewer to the bottom of the screen, or to a separate screen, where the nature and amount of such 
fees are displayed. 


«o 
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purchases using the caifricr’s wcbsiic,' the fee should have been included In the initial 
fare quotes appearing on the wcbsitCi 

In this manner, the Allogiant website^ in the Enforcement Officers view, violated 
Department requirements hy displaying fares which on their initial presentation did not 
include the carrier-assessed convenience fee a& described above. Inclusion of the fee in 
the quoted fare did not occur until the latter stages of the website booking process. As 
with other carrier-imposed fees that arc mandatory for on-line bookings, convenience 
fees must be included in initial base fanes displayed in website advertisenients, or in a 
mnge of lowest to highest fares inclusive of the fee, both on the carrier’s site and on the 
sites of secondary vendors. 

In mitigation and explanation* Allegianl states that it takes compliance with government 
req^uhements very seriously, Consistent with that approach, Ailegiant believes strongly 
that its practice of disclosing the convenience fee in a like manner as checked baggage 
fees and other non-mandatoiy fees complied fully with Department rules, guidance and 
precedent applicable to such fees. Allegianl states that its passengers have been free at 
all limes to purohase transpoj tatfon at its aitpoit ticket offices without ineuiting the fee, 
and that on average over 1,400 per week clwse to do so. Avajlabilliy of ibai purchase 
option was and continues to be disclosed repeatedly and clearly on Allcgiant's. website, 
with a complete list of the specific locations and times of opcmiion of the airport ticket 
offices readily accessible via conspicuous hyperlinks. Thus Ailegiant believes that since 
the convenience fee, like a checked baggage fee, is non-mandalory, Allegianl at all limes 
provided^ consumers -with- full- and -accurate-Tarc- 4nfonnalion .4n, -compliance willu 
Department rules, guidance and precedent, 

Ailegiant slates that despite its strongly-held conviction that no violation occurred, it has 
coopemted fully with the Departmenfs investigation, including participation in extensive 
discussions with the Enforcement Office concerning the latter’s desiro for changes to the 
content, formal and layout of various pages of the Allegianl website* Allegianl states that 
it has voluntarily resolved each Enforcement Office concern, many of which went well 
beyond the scope of the convenience fee matter. 

We acknowledge that Allegianl has cooperated In our investigation and has responded 
positively to the Enforcement Office’s requests for revisions to the carrier’s website; 
however, we believe that enforcement action is nonetheless warranted in this instance. 
Principal among the modifications Ailegiant has agreed to make to its wcbsiic, the inilial 
presentation of its fare quotes will include a range of fares available in the market 
scteeied by the consumer, with the convenience fee included in the high and low fares 
quoted on the initial screen.' In addition, Ailegiant, in order to avoid litigation and 
without admitting the alleged violations, agrees to the issuance of this order to cease and 


• Tlie convenience fee <cuitently $11.50) was assessed on all non-ticket counter sales, 
except that for navel originating from new markets, Ailegiant did not assess the fee until such 
lime .as its local airport ticket office opened for business. 

^ Ailegiant slates that it expects the website revisions to be in place within 60 days of the 
service dale of this order. 
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(iami from future violations of 49 US,C §41712 and ]4 CFR 399,84 and to an 
asscssmenl of $50,000 in compromise of polenlial civil penalties. Of this total penalty 
amount, $25,000 shall be payable within 75 days following the service date of this order. 
Eligible website reprogramming costs may be offset against up to S 15,000 of the assessed 
penalty/ The remaining $25,000 shall be paid if Alleglant violates this order’s cease and 
desist or payment provisions within the 15-month period following issuance of this order, 
in which ease the entire unpaid amount shall become due and payable immediately and 
Allegiant may be subject to further enforcement action. This compromise assessment is 
appropriate in view of the nature and extent of the violations in question and serves the 
public interest. This settlement, morcover, represents a detcrrcnl to future 
noncompliance with the Department’s advertising regulations and section 41712 by 
Allegiant, as well as by other sellers of air transportation. 

This order is issued under the authority contained in 49 CFR 1 ,57a and 14 CFR 385,15, 
ACCORDINGLY, 

1, Based on the above discussion, we approve this settlement and the pjovisions of 
this order as being in the public interest; 

2, We find that Allegiant Air, LLC, violated 14 CFR 399,84 by failing to include 
additional fees, referred to as convenience fees, in faios initially pioscntcd on its website; 

— 3, —We find -that Allegiant J^irt J-LC^ violated U.SX..X.4X7J2(aXby failing, to 

include additional fees, referred to as convenience fees, in fares initially presented on its 
website; 

4, Allegiant Air, LLC, its successors, utTiliatcs, and assigns, ore ordered to cease and 
desist from further violations of 14 CFR 399-84 and 49 U,S,C- § 417J2(a) relating to full 
fare advertising; 

5. Allegiant Air, LLC. Is assessed $50,000 in compromise of civil penaUfes that 
might otherwise be assessed for the violations described in ordering paragraphs 2 and 3, 
Of this total penalty amount, $25,000 shall be due and payable 75 days after the service 
date of this order. Up to $15,000 of that amount may be offset for verified website 
reprogramming expenditures, as described in die order. Allegiant Air shall submit 
within 65 days of the service date of this order, a statement, sworn to by a responsible 
airline official, detailing its expenses for which it claims an offset. The ramaining 

. . .$25,0Q0..&haU..be.paidifAllcgiant,violates,.tlus.orderis,ccase..aiiddesistprovisions during 

the 15 months following the sendee date of this oi’dcr> and Allegiant may be subject to 
further enforcement action; and 


Allegiant Is being credited up to $15,000 for reprogramming and related review, approval, 
and implementation cxpejjses, including the cost of changes related to certain optional services 
offered on the carrier’s website. However, the offset docs not extend to similar expenses related 
to the inclusion of the convenience fee in initial faro quotes. The carrier shall submit a statement 
of its expenses within 65 days of the service dale of this order to avail itself of offsets. 
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6. Payment .shall be made by wire transfer tlirougb the Federal Reserve 
Communications System* commonly known as "Fed Wire*" to the account of the U.S. 
Treasury. The wire transfer shall be executed in accordance with the instructions 
contained in the Attachment to this order, Failurc to pay the penalty as ordered shall also 
.subject Allegiant Air to att assessment of interest penalty^ and collection charges under 
the Debt Collection Act* and possible enforcement action for failure to comply with this 
order 


This okIct Will become a final Older of the Department 10 days after its service date 
unless a timely petition for review is filed or the Department takes review on its own 
motion. 

BYt 


SAMUEL PODBERESKY 
Assistant General Counsel 
For Aviation Enforcement and Proceedings 


(SEAL) 

Art ek-ctromc versiOi} of Oits ({omment /s « vmV<?W^ on the World WUk Web at 
htip://!Tcguialions.gov 
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Aj>pri>vr4of Iiopjict Siiulj* AIJ^'v i\u Public P^snivij^aiiois 
Nox'tnibtr 2t)0J> 

Wii^liinylori. J>.C. ■ In a hm in Clio Depnrlinctii of IntiTior Senator iol^n Unsign nnO C-'cngTcssnian 
rVaji I'ldli;!' SL^:n;?sry l>iri; Korponthnmi; m approve ll^e ptilnscftiUuuii'wc Dfafl Hin imntnctunl 
Jpipaci Studv rtviSj fur ihe proposed Uiy Knergy Couier jr^Vova(^^^ Tlie Bureau oi'LtJwd MuiuigonKTil is 
respfjJistPIc lor preparing the th>ousncut in jweordatwcwitlyiht: NAli-onnl h.JiviromyiciunI Policy Aci. 

"‘Public paaecipu' it'll Fn diis process is criiiecil Mcvi'kIuus itct-d lo niHlcfsuuKl om energy needs arcaiui 
options fur mccUng our future dcrnaiul/' s;u*d linsign. '’Our state needs inexpensive energy, more renewable 
resources a?H) a dAcwcettcigy plait. Tltc Uly Uuergy Comer \vould hoJpour sumc these demands and 
make Nc.viulrj less reihint on ospensive in3(>oried energy.*" 

The Hly lincruy Cctiier includes » noPJt-souib imnsmissimt line, ^vhicli will wake it passible for Kc^'iidn to 
continue lu Icail die nation in rciiowahle energy dc\viopmem and help balance our stale's energy fiH^rtiblio, 
Issnisii* the h’»ig-‘ 5 mn ik'd draft KIS v/imld>‘ilk«w forrhoorTtcial public comruunt period tobegitL 

"The l:ly Irncrgy Center wU£ he inslnin^enw: in pnciv^ding Nevnd.'ins with aBordablc energy and critical for 
economK* development in While Pine County. Morciiver. our nation needs u> ir.iAC towards grc^itcr 
diversity in our energy istmrces that inelude ivncwubic energy. The puhlicattcm of Use i- IS \vdl! give llic 
public* The opportunhy to review ibis project and uudersiaitcl )\> hnpoiiiiiicc.” S Idler. 

Included below is I he lex: of the Idler. 

.^*ovcJ^1hLT !'>. 20DK 


Thclloouhible Oirk Kempihorne 

Sccidar>*oJ“'lntcnuT 

Unhed Slwieii iXipartinctd fif Siucrlor 

IK4t) (' Stjcd. NW 

NVashiisgl^iri. P.C. 20240 

[)c:i? .Secrdaiy' KemptHornc: 

We are wrHiug this letter ;o urge you to aj.iprove pubhcjUtuu of dw Draft KiH iKinmcoutl Uftpaet Sludy (EJS) 
for XV Kuergy-'s propipscd l:ly linergy Cemer. Nevadu is lutcof the litstwi growing stiitd; in the countr>', 
jnivi it is irnpcmtivc that the dialogue surroinsdiim vahuihSc projects Midi ns Shis be allowed to pn^gress so to 
lliai we can lie^'eIopxwv energy sources anti mvd our crjdeal demand. 

NV Energy has projK^seci devck’ipntcni of the Eiy Energy Center, a 2,50(bitteg:VvV4i:i( coal " fired power 
UKtlriy ijr^Mnse Pine Coumy. .Mevacla. In addiiitni to iielpir,” Xevuda incei its cnergj' timls and diversify 
our energy pt»f(foho, this project will ftirtltcr ihe deveiopmem of carbott capiure technology and allow us.- to 
demonsiiratc Juwv to y:se one of tntrinosi abitndnhi nalund resources in ac3ean and cnvironiTienlally Iricndly 
mahncf The K5y Energy Ceiher proJect’wHnsld also cft.siiTe l lie efeauon Ofh 25n-milfi lrjinsoirjs.siori Un'e 
hciwcen El> aiui has Veeas, eftccuWlyjoinmu the entire shite and lakhip a micial step tivwartt allowing 
Nvvada ihe npportuir^y u> eiVmc and develop inun> inoiv rcnew^ildc pivnccis ihut an lilinsniu along this 
line. 

h is imr jtoai, us state leiulers. to increase* Ncviuiab; energy independence and further ivduee llie sialcN 
reliance Oji ctici^v from ouMdo sources by tuUrmj; qo anti bnxidcnhig ouf energy portfoUo. Wo >;upport 
Efle/g>*.s prof^tsed Energ)' renter pmjccKmd hcheve that 5i seould lidp accomplislt thc.se nbjeciivcs. vvJulc 
eoneuRcnlly veiiing n pjcccdcnl for eicun energy fiodcnai-ruod poivcr gojicraLum ;mnand the world We 
believe that ilic public’?; irinicipaunn Is integful in ihispiws^ ;mcl hope ihai you wj! 1 advance iliedmli El$ 
and aUuw for public comment and p:iTti»:ipaiion- 


v,f+„.//m-c.r.i,i-/-cS f'r.TTi/nnp.lfnorp.s/imapp.s/nvtint/docs/in-wake-of-affair-senator-ensig... 10/6/2009 


Page 1 of 1 






jjupport jitKi ^issis^iirivv in i!^ t!s‘:tf; li!S iw» ihc I'.ly (ucnlcy pix<fcci A\i?ii!d yc 

uppiociy’k'u, Tlr.pik you iitr yiniruuciiy'on to 5hi^ nnutcr, 

ii^iiKv'fviy. 


JOHN nXSiONv UutU^I Su'.tcss- Sciu;tc 


DiiAS fHiJJJfik, U.5i. Hoysvof lU‘prcr^*jHijri\cH 


Vittr*- // ornnhir.^R n vtim rs r.nm/nackaees/imaees/nvtint/docs/in-wake-of-affair-senator-ensig. . . 
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From: 

Sent: 

Tot 

Subject: 


Doug Hompton (dhampton^HMHi 
Friday. December 05. 2008 12:57 PM 
'Sanchez. Ton/ 

Update EIS 


NotFOIA redactions 


• Forv/andcd by Doup HamptorJ 


I on 12/05/200812:55 PM — 


From: ’Atlmon. Brooke {an^igr))" <BfOO>v«Allmon| 

To: 'Doug Hampton’* <Doog.Hampton^mi 

Data; 12^)5/2008 11:64 AM 

Subject: RE: Ely Energy Center Draft SIS 


We thought It would be out by nov^ - DOI $eBmed ready to go* I am sure they are getting pressure froin Reid's office. 

From: Doug Hampton [rnaitt6;DDU9.HamptondBHHHBIi 
Sent: Friday, December 05, 2003 9:45 AM 
Tm Allmon, Brooke (Ensign) 

Subject: Re: Ely Energy Center Draft EIS 


PowfUampUyn^ 

Novomh^rinc 

phamoton/sMIl 


// 


,rvnonroe/rixriirit/HnrG/in-waVf*-nf-nffnir-ReTintor.ensie... 1 0/6/2009 


Page 1 of 1 




Fwm; 

Sent: 

To: 

Sobjeeti 


Doug Hampton [dhanip(on(^HHi 
Friday, .Decembar 12, 2038 8:25 AM 
lopat.-John^Enaigrt)' 

RS: Oralt EtS 


NotFOIA redactions 


Thanks John really appreciate It. The sadness to this issue Is the interconnect for the line transmission Is tied up In this 
draft and Is really all the Power Company Is Interested In moving on at this time. They realize that the Ely Coal plants a 
part of It Is on hold for sometime (not to mention Impossible to get financing} but DOI Is really hurting Nevada and it's 
ability to move (an aspect of this that even Reid really wants) forward on connecting the North and South. Maybe 
passing along this part of the message would be helpiul. 


From; lopez, John (Ensign) (nwlltorJohnuLopez 
Sent; Friday, December 12, 2008 9(18 AM 
To; Doug Hampton 
Subject: RE: Draft EIS 



HI Doug. I have been pounding Interior and can't figure out why this hasn't come oui....they said It would. I've been 
calling Kempthorne's top guy about this with no luck. I'll call again today. 


JOHNF.lOPEi! 
Chlof of Staff 


U.S. Senator lohn Ensign I R'Nev,] 
1)9 Russell Senate ORic« Building 
Washington. D.e. 20510-2805 


phone 


fax 
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From: 

Sent; 

To: 

Subject: 


Doug Hempton Idhampton<L 

Frid^. Deoombcr 2008 $;1SAM 
loi»x.Mn(Eh$lflti)' 

Dr^flEIS 


NotFOIA redactions 


John, 

Hate to bring you bade In the loop on thls.M.certafnly no fault of Brooke's but still no reiesse on this requst from ODi. 
Can you shed some light or hope that this is going to happen? 

Dpug Hamptvn 
Wotfember/nc. 
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From; 

Sant*' 

To: 

Subject; 


Doug Hampton (dhempton^HBH 
FrfdBYt December 12, 2008 0:20 AM 
'Sanchez, Tony’ 
fW: Draft EIS 


Not FOIA redactions 


Update....wlll kaap you posted 


Promt lop^f John (Ensign) 

Sent: Friday^ December 12, 2008 9:18 AM 
Tot Doug Hampton 
Subject: RE: Draft ES 

HI Dcm$, I have been pounding Interior and can't figure out why this hasn't come ou1«..th<3y sold it would, Pve been 
coiling Kempthome'^ top guy about this Vifiih no luck. I'll call again today. 


JOHNP.tOPiZ 
Chief of Slfiff 

Ui, Senator JohnlEnsIgn (R-Nov.) 
119 Hussoil Senno office Puitdmg 
Washington, D.C 20510*2808 
phone 
fdK 



®S1SN UP.RQaSNStgM*S WEEKiy UPDATE 



From: Doug Hampton [mailtojdhamptojiW 
Sent; Friday, December 12, 2j0(a 12:16 PM 
To: Upez, John (EnslgnJ 
subject; Draft EIS 


John, 

Hate to bring you back In the loop on thboncertainly no fault of Brooke's but still no release on this request .from OOi, 
Can you shed some light or hope that this Is going to happen? 


Doug Hampton 
November Inc, 


i 
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April Nevada Powir 
t 

r€l?eqcal62 a DougfHamptCNi 


History; Th!« hoa bd^n lb. 


04/2^/a00dl1:B5AM 


Hi Houg, 

The April cheeks for WevadaPo’VV’er are in and I have ^ur check for $5,000 ready for pick up at 
the Divcley office for you. The amount of your American Express charges to wite to us is 
$ 1,167.56. 1 thittk that you and Mike talked that we are going to turn off that card nowthat the 
Nevada Power billing is changing. It looks like youVe mostly stopped ipmg it, but I want to 
make sure anything that is aulo billed has been changed before we him it off so that you don*t 
have problems vnSi something on your cad - just lei me know. 

Thanks, 

Kx^becca 

Big savings on Dell !XI^„La0tons and DosktopsI 


//rrrQrvViircJ^ f.nm/nankapeR/imaffes/nvtint/docs/in-wake-of~affair-senator-ensi^,.. 10/6/2009 


f- (X 


Page 1 of 1 






123 


INIACA 





Am TRAN.^rORt ASStXJAtJOM 


Miith 1^.2009 


The H(mo»bl6 ^yznood LaHvod 
■SccTctwy 

tl.S, Dtptitmcn; TkdislpoitttiOfi 
1200 K«w J«sc>' Avenue, vSS 
'Was^ripCKi^ DC 20590 

DctfMr/Sccietoy; 

IThit ift td exp(t» ourconcon obom sn cp{ti[on •• diiied October 6, 200$ •« g;!yert the 

Dcspenmcni to Air Cto rntn^ i t wi mg ihii k jcric* of cheater Ab-CunaiU.w^* proporing (o 

prtvvWe to flic Boston Bedw boclocy twm between 5g^mbcr 22, 200R and ApHl 12. 2009 
would ROJCooidwioHlcpilatbouyc, TjrwOt^estraeal’i <^iiuonlcticrUidiji;l5cdl^ Wc 
bcUm U»*. the Airp tneda o pytjen Aaej ccmuituie prohibStod oibouge Md Out the 

DepaiS^ SSldlHiwTOTWSiSdrjbd'oQienci^^ notbc 

po^urdbi the future 

The cbmier ioclixUwli Otghu. of iIkjc tro over V£^ dotoesfie eegzacotJ; 

During ww cigbt-wcek period between Koi'ember i, 2003 «id Jancsiry 17, 2009. ihero wn to 
be 13<nfuecutive<k>flKsticBightsiuxlov(TinoOter^veweekpenedth9dtl^:^idy l2tT^ 
M>tdtl5,2009,iK(ww«etobel3cofis<cudve<tonvMliclBgh^ Seowhcduleitwiclicdlo 
©iwiicD letter. The opinion le«w* bu»«vCT, isioc* Uiaz these '>ould noi OHatJiuio 

ptoWWced obotage . . . pm>f tW th*1 JW toe®! traffic of nay Idodu earned between US. 
poiWJ..,.** 


this, itacrpretalloo U compieccly at odds with both the pro^don on thecairiage of 
doone^tk traffic by foreign. esanUrt in the uvisoloa atuutoa aM longsemdang DetiiatcterK aAd 
CivU Aefonouilct precedent. Foreign tdr carriers are oniy permbted to hold pcstnitt Mtorialog 
them to engage in foceign air inuupOruUon Is,* the erxn^ponadori of pass^rt between U^. 
ai>diooriSa|K>ii»$. The major pMUon of the .Mr C^»da operation here can not reucmtbly be 
dm^Dod to be foraign wr craiupOfttrioiL f^ce casoa allowing foRagn airllEtos to fly fortinn Sfioitc 
teams into iho VS* ind then to nhindtol of stopover pcSr4s on a Journey into and out of live U.S., 
(imply do noe provide an adequate basis forpermJuing a series- of totto'Vii. TdghU 

for a D^,-DriginiUng group. 
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ThfrHtMKK^Ie UiHood 

W^rdi 1^,2009 

Pi«e2 


IXXT* opiinkw is «3<)l wiUi fho a far a tpw 

tt b lU(e1y, in fict afnvos< cesuin^ tb»i over ibe course of ihe letm dffTcitnt m^vfdiwls 

will be vnvellrng oo ditfbreru dnncule to^aen^ Injuncs 2 >x) tUnestes voU oocor» pUyciv -will 
be 9 (Uc 4 to or dnrfi^doff Use teem, suppon stiff st^ pceu persoond wiU m«3to tor^ 

«!l ihc fEgbt*. Bcceutse thwe rwuifesi iKkely, ibe ticpamnobi's coatnoy 

ux^impiUin bomei&oftAbicttvdcsanot supponthointaipfcUtjQa u^Escmzitthecjcumsiv^ 
opoail^ ti Isiue here* 

Stfi'cttil US. nlrllncs havemfonned t» lh*t Air Csnad* U pUm^ tobid on othcfllS. 
sportHwmchsrtCflWsyw. Th«Departnw3tt*boaW{nfctrmAffC«adi,xnddmyoihw 
eerricrsoc^B to conduct sitnUn'ciimlcr^ ibei the C^umiKmitftSKCOtttidcn^ 
opinlM end ihsi h v$ev» oasntlofu such as the one oondoeted by Air Ccnida for tho Boston 
BfvSnstoooniUimepnjbJUEoUeab^ 11 k Cnjicd Stales huloflgicsctvcddoroeedofiir 
tnnipoil for U-S idr ctrner> aend (heuremflOjrecs tod il is cSsentj tl thlii il tondoiK to rematO 
coiubtrat on tUs imponsnt jKdl^ 


Sbmely» 



ikmesKtty 

Presrdent 

Airl^rsosyott ASiOcftUoo 


TbomisZoeUer 

Ktdoiul Ait Cttiier AiMcbAioo 


Jobit Prater 
Prcsideefi 

Air lino FiCocs Aisod«siOn 


P«trfci»Biendi 

PiesicleaT 

Asaoefadflo at Fiftiht AcatKbntr 


AftKhjiKm 

ce: thoHon(>rablolalvet^Cspo2iaiK 

Scoctwy 

DepnriTiKnt of Hoendand Seoority 


«i 
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^ ^ A, • 

* MiMr h> 


‘PetUM 

"Pwc^ WK IK 
jRjc4"^tii4>HVvv 

Wo;{ (6 jj? ^ et ^ <V*W 

S'/ll ^ 

rtuMU. >w. tv*</ iv A^y »lv<- 

A$: *P5r 

1 ^ ?sr 

■tifM: ?7f- 

'tUkS^ 
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May 21 09 OSfiSp 


P' 


Settlement 


Purchase our home 


Sl.S6O,0CO 


gmplovmeat 

loss of AA position {$174K per yeor) Sa70r000 

5 yeans of work and c^e^tttioomenl 
(was asked to leave by John 3 $ a result of his jettons) 

Loss of VP poslion wiiti AKeglant {how many years to recoup career? 5 years) $14 25,000 

Salary {$1S0X) 

Bonus {$7Sk) 

Stock {currently 6000 shares # S^O per share) $240,0CO 

^necessary to leave the industry as a result of )ohr/s acllcns) 

Retirement & Ufe insurance $1,000,000 

Education 

Required for job placement in new career $$0,000 

RelocabV’^ 

Moving expenses $15,000 

_ CTwo^inaes, Rrsi to get away from current lccat?on and second move 
out of tKe’st ji*te7 O'iir chiiaren ■* * * 

$3,500,000 

Pain & Suffering 

{wnafs Che correct ameuni given the magnitude ofihe offense and 
suffering assochtied withonioing action) 

IHinHive knowingly ' 

v/lttlng!y 
deliberate 
negligenc 
fraudulent 


■^M.t.iig^rr'agps 

Tort 


Counsdingand livsurance 

'{RecovwY-fcr all members of our-famUy, health insurance) 


legal Pee*5 




*\ .‘k*- •< 


Total $8,460,000 


.•1 i,» Vi / i r ^ \ 

, i.c- .vi'- i'-*'- 

'1 in.*. 


.y I ' 

. • i 


J '' . r, / 


■; t" '* 




\ -• ' 


,\i^i 
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Thursday, June 11, 2009 


fox. Mew$ ~ Corporate Office 
1211 Avenue of the America's 
New Yprk^ New York 1003S 


Megyn Kelly, 


More than any time In my life 1 understand why people take matters into their own hands, i am 
disheartened! I have sought wise counsel, tried do the right thing and continue to run into road blocks 
in dealing with a very terrible circumstance and injustice that lives in my life. I am hoping you and Fox 
News can help. 

My name is Doug Hampton. I am a former employee of US Senator John Ensign. I worked for Senator 
Ensign in his official government office on Capitol Hill from November 2006 to April 2008, My 
responsibilities svere the oversight of his personnel in Washington as well as the slate of Nevada. Duties 
included budgets, policy and public speaking on behalf of the Senator and his initiatives. 

Herelsimy^dr7:"1nTyeFe7ftber'dr2(H)71i(rthe'mld5tofsomevery'dlfficult'personalJ$sue^ 
impacted my family and marriage. Senator Ensign pursued and engaged in a relationship with my wife, 
Our families were lifelong friends, our children attend school together to this day, and our homes are in 
neighborhoods across from each other. My wife was the Senator's campaign treasurer. 

There is a tremendous amount of details and critical facts associated with this story and their 
relationship that will not be addressed in this letter but are very important and need to be further 
explored if you choose to meet with me. The purpose of this letter Is to establish the framework for 
discussion and provide enough information to warranto meeting with you and Fox News. This Is the 
only letter of its kind and no other news stations have been contacted with this Information, I have 
great respect and affection for Fox News and many of your collages. I'm sending this to you because 
you have a legal back ground and this story has several legal elements. 

The unethical behavior and immoral choice of Senator Ensign has been confronted by me and others on 
a number ofoccasiorisbW this past year, infactdheof the confrontations took placVlh February 2068 ' 
at his home In Washington OC with a group of his peers. One of the attendee's was Senator Tom 
Coburn from Oklahoma as well as several other men who are dose to the Senator, Senator Ensign's 
conduct and relentless pursuit of my wife led to our dismissal In April of 2008, I would like to say he 
stopped his heinous conduct and pursuit upon our leaving, but that was not the case and his actions did 
not subside until August of 2008. 
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The actions of Senator Ensign have ruined our lives and careers and left my family In shambles. We have 
lost significant income, suffered Indescribable pain and emotional suffering. We find ourselves today 
with an overwhelming loss of relationships, career opportunities and hope for recovery. Our pursuit of 
justice continues to pface me and my family in harm^s way as we fear for our welt being. 

Today, Senator Ensign's responsibility and stature have increased within the US Senate. He is currently 
the head of ''Policy^ for the fiejiublican Party, the number four position within the Parties leadership 
team. We on the other hand are completely ruined and left to deal with the aftermath of very evil and 
completely unjustifiable acts of one of our countries top leaders. 

It appears there may be nothing the law can do to correct and bring justice and restitution to this 
terrible wrong that has been done to us. I have sought a number of lawyers who are having difficulty 
finding charges that may hold up in court. There are either technicalities that exist due to the time 
period In which l have sought help, or other nuances that tjuite frankly make no sense to me given the 
egregious acts and blatant abuse of power by Senator Ensign. From my perspective this whole 
nightmare is terribly wrong and completely unacceptable and should not be tolerated. 

I clearly understand this story is difficult to believe for anyone reading for the first time. I too would 
have difficulty believing it, if someone brought me this story. However I assure you It is true and there 
are facts, a paper trail, phone records and personal witnesses to testify to its truth. It Is my belief we are 
dealing with a very powerful person and an Institution in the US Senate that only the media can pierce 
— .,.toexpose 4 he~wrong.and-hrlngllghLandiocusJto.whaLneeds_tQjhe><ione? 

Please help me! This should not be how the leadership of our country should be allowed to behave. I 
need justice, help and restitution for what Senator Ensign has done to me and my family. Regardless of 
technicalities, regardless of position, regardless of power this cannot and should not be tolerated In our 
country from our trusted leaders. Will you help? Will you consider a meeting with me to further discuss 
this story and what can be done to bring justice and correction to this situation? 

I love this country and considered it a great privilege to work in the US Senate, I am bringing this to you 
and Fox News to address this professionally and correctly. I could have sought the most liberal. 
Republican hating media to expose this story, but there are people's lives at stake and Justice Is about 
proper process as well as outcome. Senator Ensign has no business serving In the U$ Senate anymore! I 
will send you and email as well as leave you and your staff messages in an attempt to meet you and your 
team as soon as possible. I live and work in Nevada but can be in New York within hoursj 1 look forward 
to year help. 

Sincerely, 


Ooug Hampton 


2 
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John Ensign 

.. . hr.mj;ior» rick 





Rick, 

I am a fonmer senior ^taff in6m!}er of John's working with him in his offidal office in:DC. We have mel a 
few time, actually played golf once In Las Vegas wiih John. My vwfe and I have a dgned copy of your 
wife's book “Letiofs to Gabrier and had the privilege of sitting with you the evening you spoke at me 
National Prayer Breakfast a few years ago. I doni expect you to remember me but t am reaching out to 
you because I would like your help. I do know about you and your relationship with John» I am also aware 
of the man you profess lo be and the positions you have taken publicly with regards to femily* integrity and 
ethics. 


This email is very difficult to write and I su6p>ecithe attached letter will be dlfficutl to read. The letter I 
have attached will give you a framework for what has taken place in my life and the very dtfficuU 
circumstances I am fecir>g. 

I am sending this note along to you because of your affilrafion with Fox New and what I have put in motion 
with the letter I have sent Megyn Kelly at Fox Nevrs. I expect some meeUngs and conversations to take 
with Fox News as a result of my letter- 

tt Is my strong request wo speak prior to you calling John but realhie I carmot control what you choose to 

dbmh’mdimowaiionrrmvenrfed1or<we7earwith-Jofmand*ctherstoiesolve^n'unl:«lievab1es;«^<^ 

actions that Jotm initiated and perpetuated bringing great destruction to me and my family. Your wisdom, 
counsel and insight would be greatly apprBdated-...as well as your help to resolve this tenrible cover up. 1 
do not need to tell you the far reaching ramifications of what has been done. 

Look forward to hearing from you. 



USS^fn^.doc 

Doug Hampton 
VJF». Government Affairs 
AJieglant Travel Company 
8630 S. Durango Or. 
la s Vegas, NV. 891 13 

ommmmm 



doug.harr j>ton@PHiii|HHHH 


Not FOIA redactions 








V 




i 

\ 
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U.$. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 


^Vas^irStair, D,C. 20S30 


JUL 162009 


Ms. Melanie Sloan 
Executive Director 

Citizens for Responsibility and Ethics in Washitigton 
1400 Eye Street, NW» Suite 450 
Washington* DC 20005 

Dear Ms. Sloan: 

This responds to your letter of July 9, 2009* addressed to Attorney General Eric Holder, 
regarding payments from United States Senator John Ensign to a former employee. You request 
thirtWDcparthTe7irdnu'slice1h‘v^t!ptev?ifellre'r’SenatOT‘Bnsign^^ 
of the federal campaign finance laws in connection with his severance payments to Cynthia 
Hampton, a former employee ofhis campaign comniiitce and political action committee. You 
also advise that >ou have filed complaint regarding tins inaKer with tlie United States Senate 
Select Committee on Ethics and tlic Federal Election Commission. 

If you believe that you have evidence of a violation of federal criminal law, you should 
provide that information to the Federal Bureau oiTnvostigaUon (FBI). Tlie FBI is the 
investigatiye arm of the Department of Justice and will deiemiine whether a federal mvestigation 
may be wairanted. If appropriate, the FBI will refer the matter to a United Sta^ Attorney or the 
Criminal Division for a final dclcnninaiion regarding legal action, The appropriate FBI office for 
this matter is located at 601 4^^ Street, NW, Wasliington, DC 20535, telephone number 
(202)27$-2000. 

We appreciate your writing to express your concerns and hope thal thisinlbrmation will 
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FD-71 

Revised 

7 - 21-2009 


FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

COMPLAINT FORM 


p' FISA Derived 



ADMINISTRATION 


Priority: 

iRoutine 


Incident Type: 

iCrIminal Activity 


Received On: 

10/10/2009 


Receipt Method: 

[Fax 


Last Updated: 

10/10/2009 


Originator Type: 

iComplainant 


Responsible Office: 


Originating Agency: 

Citizens for responsibility and et... 


lOriginator Telephone 



Responsible Squad (ACS Designation): 



RESPONSIBLE SUPERVISOR 
|(WF) (FBI) 


RESPONSIBLE INVESTIGATOR 


SUMMARY 

Synopsis: 

Public corruption related to Senator John Ensign. Refer to CR-15, SS/ 


L Sensitive Investigative Matter 

Facts of Incident: I 

Iln Febru ary 2009, upon being informed by Senator Ensign that l 1 wanted to return to Nevada, a| | 

I sugge sted that his dormant fundraising and politicai consuiting firm, November Inc. could be revived, giving 
l a base from which to start a governm ent affairs prac tice. As part of the arrangement , Sen. Ensign 
agreed to heio iine up several clients that would pav l l enouqh to match or exceed his $144, 00 Senate 

salary. I b rovided the New York times with notes he took regarding the agreement he had reached with 

Senator Ensign. 


Occurrence(s) 

From: 


COMPLAINANT 


WDC, 20005 


I Date of Birth: 


iGender: 


Protect Source 


relephone: 


lEmail Address: 


Time; , 

Duration: 

Date of Complaint: 

jio/6/2009 


Duration Units: 


.Time of Complaint: 

112:28:00 PM 


SUBJECT 


Last Name or Organization Name: 

ENSIGN 

Social Security Number: 

Gender: 

!m 

Hair Color: 

Weight: 


First Name: 
JOHN 

Date of Birth: 


Eye Color: 


iMiddie Initial: [Telephone Number Text: 


Jplace of Birth: 


Complexion: 


1 Height: 

Facial Hair: 


. Driver's License Number: 


Inches: 


This document should not be disseminat... 













UNCLASSIFIED 



F; Public Fjgure(Politician, Celebrity, Community Leader, etc.) 


US Person C- No 


O Unknown 

Description (dress, mannerisms, or statements made): 

Address: 

Other Names: 

Other Addresses: 

Scar(s)/Tattoo(s): 

Scar/Tattoo Description: 

Associate(s): 

Weapon(s): 

Weapon Description: 

Vehicle(s): 


INVESTIGATIVE METHODS 

FINDINGS 

Recommended Classification: Recommended Alpha: 

Disseminate to FIG 

r^' Disseminate to Others 



Recommended Action: 


Date: 


Assessment Findings: 


Federal Violation: 


SUPERVISOR REVIEW 


Responsible Supervisor: 


1 

(WF) (FBI) 

REVIEWS 

ATTACHMENTS 

10 File Attachment 

Attachment Description: 


b6 

b7C 


This document should not be disseminat.. 
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FACSIMILE COVER SHEET 


Citizens for 
1400 Eye StrJ 


TO: 


Joseph Persij 

Assistant Di: 


CREW 


PAGE 




Responsibility and Ethics in Washington 
et, N.W.j, Suite 450, Washington, B.C. 20005 




^hini 

ector 


FROM: Melanie Sloan 

DATE: October 6, 2 309 

SEl Request for ihvestieation of Sen. John Ensign 


FAX: 

202-278-2478 

PHONE; 

202-408-5565 ^ 

PAGES: 

23 (including cover) 


pages 


transmitted are 


privileged and confidential 


01/23 


OCT-06-2009 12:29 


2025885020 


99X 


P.01 



FIG > Request for Analysis > 58C-WF-241033 

Request for Analysis: 58C-WF-241033 


New Item [ Edit Item | ^ Delete Item | Alert Me | ^Version History 


Security Classification U//LES 


Case Agent 

|(WF) (FBI) 

Squad 

CR-15 


Squad Supervisor 


|(WF) (FBI) 

Case File Number 

58C-WF-241033 

cc Other Case Agent 




Keywords 



Detailed Description and I I fWF^ (FBI) (12/2/2009 11:29 AM): Analytical assistance 

Discussion Area Is request for the following in support of captioned federal public corruption 

investigation: 


1) Complete a detailed biography, work history, and link analysis for the 
following subiects/witnesses: U.S. Senator John Ensign: l~ 


2) Complete brief corporate biographies for NV Energy Inc and | 

I I Indentify ties to U.S. Senator 

Ensign including political support; personal relationships; and campaign 
contributions; Specifically focus on any federal legislation proposed, 
introduced, or supported by U.S. Senator Ensign which benefitted the 
company. 

3) Complete brief corporate biographies for for Alleglant Air Inc. and | 

I ~l Identify ties to U.S. Senator Ensign 

including political support; personal relationships; and campaign contributions. 
Specifically focus on any federal legislation proposed, introduced, or supported 
by U.S. Senator Ensign which benefitted the company. 


b6 

b7C 


b6 

b7C 


4^ Use open-source reporting and/or campaign fin ance record s to determine 
[ salary while being employed as j [ For U.S. Senator 

Ensign’s re-election campaign and leadership Political Action Committee. Use 
campaign finance records to Identify any and all other payments made to 
[ and the reported reason for such payment. 

5) Use open-source reporting and/or campaign fin ance record s to determine 
] salary while being employed as | [ for U.S. Senator 




^ Vx 





Request for Analysis - 58C-WF-241033 

# 

Ensign's | 

all other payments made to 
such payment 



Request Duration No 


Date of Last Value 

Item Status Not Started 

Task Priority (2) Normal 

Assigned To 

Threat Priority 

Program 

Subprogram 

Issue 

Description of Analysis 
Result of Analysis 

Week (by Created Date) 11/30/2009 ** 

Week (Modified Date) 11/30/2009 

Month (by Created date) 2009/12 (December) 

Month (by Modified Date) 2009/12 (December) 

Quarter (by Created Q1 

Date) 

Quarter (by Modified Q1 

Date) 

Fiscal Year FY2010 

Version: 1,0 

Created at 12/2/2009 11:29 AM bv l IWFU FBD b6 

Last modified at 12/2/2009 11:29 AM by| |(WF) (FBI) b7C 


b7E 



UNCLASSIFIED 


FD-71 

Revised 

7-21-2009 




FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

COMPLAINT FORM 



ADMINISTRATION 

Classification Level: 

n FISA Derived 

■u 


It is noted that the individuals and groups identified during the assessment do not warrant 

further FBI investigation at this time. 


RECEIVED BY 

Status: 

iNone 

Priority: 

:Routine 

Name 


(WF) (FBI) 

Email 



Incident Type: 

Receipt Method: 




Criminal Activity 

Fax 




Received On: 

Last Updated: 




10/10/2009 

10/10/2009 


Originator Type: 

Complainant 

Originating Agency: 

Citizens for responsibility and et... 

Originator Tplpnhnnp; 


Responsible Office: 

Washington Field 

RA: 

Responsibie Squad (ACS Designation): 


b6 

b7C 


RESPONSIBLE INVESTIGATOR 


Name 

Email 


Name 

Email 


RESPONSIBLE SUPERVISOR 
i:WF) (FBI) 


SUMMARY 


Synopsis: 

Public corruption related to Senator John Ensign. Refer to CR-15, SSa[ 


n Sensitive Investigative Matter 
Facts of Incident: 

In Febru ary 2009, upon being informed by Senator Ensign that ] [ wanted to return to Nevada, a Mr. 

[sugge sted that his dormant fundraising and political consulting firm, November Inc. could be revived, giving 
l a base from which to start a governm ent affairs pract ice. As part of the arrangement , Sen. Ensign 
agreed to help line up several clients that would pay | [ enough to match or exceed his $144, 00 Senate 

salary. [ [ provided the New York times with notes he took regarding the agreement he had reached with 

Senator Ensign. 


Occurrence(s): Time: 

From: To: Duration: Duration Units: 

COMPLAINANT 

Name! 

r Protect source of Complaint: 

10/6/2009 i 12:28:00 PM 


Address: 

Teleohon^j 

WDC, 20005 


Date of Birth: 

Email Address: 

Gender: 

•= .. .. 1 

Complaint Received By: 

1 


SUBJECT 


Last Name or Organization Name: 

ENSIGN 

First Name: 

JOHN 


Telephone Number Text: 

Social Security Number: 

Date of Birth: 

i 

Place of Birth: 

Gender: 

Build: 

Complexion: 



1 . 



Hair Color: 

Eye Color: 

Feet: Inches: 1 


b6 

b7C 


b€ 

b7C 


Weight: 


Age: 

Race: 


Height: 

Facial Hair: 


This document should not be disseminat... 













UNCLASSIFIED 


i Accent:* 


briver's License Number: 


p* Public Flgure(Politician, Celebrity, Community Leader, etc.) 


Description (dress, mannerisms, or statements made): 


d dress: 


Other Names: 


Other Addresses: 
Scar(s)/TattooCs); 


Scar/Tattoo Description: 


Associate(s): 




(3- 

Yes 

US Person C 

No 

C 

Unknown 



Recommended Classification: 


INVESTIGATIVE METHODS 


FINDINGS 


Recommended Alpha: 


r* Disseminate to FIG 


r" Disseminate to Others 


Recommended Action: 




SUPERVISOR REVIEW 

ResDonsible Suoervisor: 

|(WF) (FBI) 




Period Start Date: Period End Date 



Days: Supervisor Decision: 


iReassign to Supervisor 


bays: [Supervisor Decision: 


No Assessment, Upload to Zero File 


P* Add Comments 


r Add Comments 


Division: Classification: Alpha: CPI Code: 

iCPOL 


. File Number: Case ID: 

241003 


This document should not be disseminat... 





















UNCLASSIFIED 



Serial Number: 



2 


1 ATTACHMENTS | 

i File Attachment 

Attachment Description: 


This document should not be disseminat.. 




58C-WF-241033 


On 07/08/2009 and 07/09/2009, Las Vegas Channel #1 
publically televised a two-part interview with DOUGLAS D. 

HAMPTON, former Co-Chief of Staff for U.S. Senator JOHN E. ENSIGN 
(R-NV) . This interview was conducted by Jon Ralston, a Political 
Analyst for the news program "Face-to-Face" . 


In this interview, HAMPTON discusses U.S. Senator 
ENSIGN'S affair with HAMPTON'S spouse. HAMPTON also makes / 

allegations that U.S. Senator ENSIGN intentionally violated n 

federal law by creating a lobbying job for HAMPTON and permitting 
HAMPTON to lobby his senatorial office immediately after HAMPTON 
left U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S employment. 





The aforementioned televised interview (Parts I and 
II) lasted approximately thirty-four (34) minutes. This 
broadcast constituted HAMPTON'S first televised interview. 


A video copy of the televised interview was downloaded 
from the Internet and saved to three (3) Compact Discs (CD's). 
The CD's were filed in the SUB lA section of the substantive 
case-file for future reference. 


lb 



58C-WF-241033 


1 


b6 
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On 11/23/2009, at approximately 11:35 a.m. , ABC 
Nightline News publically televised an interview with DOUGLAS D. 
HAMPTON, former Co-Chief of Staff for U.S. Senator JOHN E. ENSIGN 
(R-NV) . This interview was conducted by Cynthia McFadden, a ABC 
Nightline News anchor. 

In this interview, HAMPTON discusses U.S. Senator 
ENSIGN'S affair with HAMPTON'S spouse. HAMPTON also makes 
allegations that U.S. Senator ENSIGN intentionally violated 
federal law by creating a lobbying job for HAMPTON and permitting 
HAMPTON to lobby his senatorial office immediately after HAMPTON 
left U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S employment. 

The aforementioned televised interview lasted 
approximately fifteen (15) minutes. However, open-source 
information indicates that HAMPTON was interviewed by ABC 
Night line News for several hours . 

Copies of the televised interview were recorded to VHS 
Video Cassette and Compact Disc (CD) and filed in the SUB lA 
section of the substantive case -file for future reference. 




lO 



FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Precedence: ROUTINE Date: 12/03/2009 

To: Washington Field 


From: Washington Field 

Squad CR- 15 / Northern Vircrinia Resident Acrencv 
Contact: SA I 


Approved By; 
Drafted By: 


Case ID #: 58C-WF-241033 Pending) 

58C-WF-241033 SUB MEDIA \ Pending ) 



Title: UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN E. ENSIGN, 

UNITED STATES SENATE (STATE OF NEVADA) ; 


FORMER SENATORIAL STAFF MEMBER; 

CORRUPTION FEDERAL PUBLIC OFFICIALS - LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


b6 

b7C 


b6 

b7C 

b7E 


Synopsis: To request opening of Sub-File within substantive 

case-file. 


b7E 


Details: The purpose of this communication is to request the 

opening of the following Sub-file (s) within the substantive case- 
file: 


1) SUB MEDIA - This sub- file will be used as a 
repository for all newspaper articles, internet postings, and 
other open-source media reporting associated with captioned 
investigation . 


♦♦ 






Automated Serial Permanent Charge -Out 
FD-5a (1-5-94) 


Date: 12101/09 Time: 09:43 

Case ID: 58C-WF-241033 Serial: 8 

Description of Document : 

Type : NEWS PAPE 
Date : 06/18/09 
To : WASHINGTON FIELD 
From : WASHINGTON FIELD 

Topic: AFTER AFFAIR, SENATOR RESIGNS LEADERSHIP JOB 
Reason for Peinnanent Charge-Out: 

TRANSGER TO MEDIA FILE 
Transferred to: 

Case ID: 58C-WF-241033-MEDIA Serial: 3 
Employee : 

I b7C 



Automated Serial Permanent Charge -Out 
FD-5a (1-5-94) 


Date: 12/07/09 Time: 09:46 


Case ID: 58C-WF-241033 Serial: 9 

Description of Document: 

Type : NEWS PAPE 
Date : 11/19/09 
To : WASHINGTON FIELD 
From : WASHINGTON FIELD 

Topic: ENSIGN DEFENDS PAYMENTS TO WOMAN HE HAD AFFAIR WITH 
Reason for Permanent Charge-Out: 

TRANSFER TO MEDIA FILE 
Transferred to: 

Case ID: 58C-WF-241033-MEDIA Serial: 5 
Employee : 


b6 

b7C 



Automated Serial Peirmanent Charge -Out 
FD-5a (1-5-94) 


# 

Date: 12/07/09 Time: 09:57 

Case ID: 58C-WF-241033 Serial: 10 

Description of Document: 

Type : NEWS PAPE 
Date : 07/08/09 
To : WASHINGTON FIELD 
From : WASHINGTON FIELD 

Topic: HAMPTON SPEAKS PUBLLICLY, SAYS ENSIGN PAID SEVERANCE 
Reason for Permanent Charge-Out: 

TRANSFER TO MEDIA FILE 
Transferred to: 

Case ID: 58C-WF-241033-MEDIA Serial: 10 
Employee : 





Automated Serial Permanent Charge -Out 
FD-5a (1-5-94) 

Date: 12/07/09 Time: 10:02 


Case ID: 58C-WF-241033 Serial: 11 

Description of Document: 

Type : NEWSPAPE 

Date : 10/14/09 

To : WASHINGTON FIELD 

From : WASHINGTON FIELD 

Topic: DOJ COULD TAKE ENSIGN CASE 

Reason for Permanent Charge -Out: 

TRANSFER TO THE MEDIA 

Transferred to: 

Case ID: 58C-WF-241033 -MEDIA Serial: 14 
Employee : 


b6 
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Automated Serial Permanent Charge -Out 
FD-5a (1-5-94) 


Date: 12/07/09 


Time: 10:08 


Case ID: 58C-WF-241033 Serial: 12 

Description of Document: 

Type : NEWSPAPE 
Date : 11/16/09 
To : WASHINGTON FIELD 
From : WASHINGTON FIELD 

Topic: ONE-MAN CRUSADE TAKING TOLL ON ENSIGN 
Reason for Permanent Charge-Out: 

TRANSFER TO MEDIA FILE 
Transferred to: 

Case ID: 58C-WF-241033 -MEDIA Serial: 17 
Employee : 



58C-WF-2^ 


b6 per OGA/FBI 
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Attached to this communication for inclusion into the 
substantive case-file is the following: 

1) One (1) copy of an E-mail dated 12/02 /2009 (with 
corr esponding Attachments) fromi \ Attorney at 

Law , 1 ■ i Las Veaas . Nev ada ; 

telephone I L_ Email : | [ to | I 

_ United States Department of 
n/Public Integrity Section, E-mail: 
and entitled "FW: Emailing: NRSC, 

Email Addresses, Allegiant Air, 
Ensign Home, Hampton November Inc 














58A-WF-237365 




Page 1 of 3 



u.i). uepartment of justice -Public bitegrih/ Section 
'1400 New "York Avenue, N.W., Suite 12100 
Wnsli inofon, D.C. 2000 5 
Office \ I • 

Facsimile - 202.5'14.3003 



12/7/2009 



Page 2 of 3 




• • 

b6 per OGA 

Las Vegas. Nevad a 89101 
(702^ 474-0739 rPacsinpileV 


The preceding e-mail (including any attachments) contains information that may be confidential, be protected by the attorney-client 
or other applicabJe privileges, or constitute non-public information. It is intended to be conveyed only to the designated recipient 
(s). If you are not an intended recipient of this message, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it 
from your system. Use, dissemination, distribution, or reproduction of this message by unintended recipients is not authorized and 
may be unlawful. 


> Fromf 

>To:r 

> Subject: Emailing: NRSC^f 

I Ensign HomeJ 




Fictitious^ 


I Email Addresses, Allegiant Air, 

g ovember Inc., John Ensign, John Ensign 
NRSC, November Inc 


> Date; Tue, 1 Dec 2009 20:23:54 -0800 



> 

> 


> Your message is ready to be sent with the following file or link 

> attachments: - • 

> 

> NRSC 


> Email Addresses 

> Allegiant Air 


> Ensign Home 


November Inc. 


> John Ensign 

> John Ensign Fictitious 


^ fMRSC 

> November Inc 

> 

> 

> Note: To protect against computer viruses, e-mail programs may prevent 

> sending or receiving certain types of file attachments. Check your e-mail 

> security settings to determine how attachments are handled. 


12/7/2009 





X 


Page 3 of 3 


Get gifts for them and cashback for you. Trv Bina now. 


12/7/2009 












b6 per OGA 
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November Inc. 


1 



Email Addresses 

John Ensign -Senator from Nevada 

. I 





]- Ensign Office - 


I I - Ensign Office 


NVEnergy 


• 

• 

Allegiai 

• 

• 

NV Energy) 

of NVEnergy) 

nt Air 

lof Alleeiant Travel Comnanvl 


November Inc. 

• 

at November Inc.) 

National Republican Senatorial Committee 

• 

■ reporting directly to John Ensign) 

• 


• at NRS'Clatef'ibiheci’ November--’* 


Inc.) 
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Date: 1 2/05/2008 1 1 :04 AM 

Subject; RE: Ely Energy Center Draft EIS 


We thought it would be out by now - DOl seemed ready to go. I am sure they are getting pressure from Reid's office. 

From ! I 

Se nt; Friday, Decem ber 05, 2008 9:45 AM 
To; I K Ensiqn) 

Subject: Re: Ely Energy Center Draft EIS 



1 







1 





(Ensign) [mailto 
Se nt; Friday, Decem ber 12, 2008 9: 

Subject: RE; Draft EIS 

Hi 1 1 have been pounding interior and can't figure out why this hasn't come out....they said it would. I'Ve been 
calling about this with no luck. I'll call again today. 


U.S, Senator John Ensign (R-Nev.) 
119 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510-2805 
(202) 224-6244 phone 
(202) 228-1699 fax 


<S>S1GN UP FOR ENSIGN'S WEEKLY UPDATE 


•FromJ 

Sen t; Vriday, De cember 12, 2008 12:16 PM 
To: I I (Ensign) 

Subject: Draft EIS 











Be a better friend, newshound, and know-it-all with Yahoo! Mobile. Try it now. 



1 




U.S. Senator John Ensign (R-Nev.) 
119 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510^2805 
(202) 224-6244 phone 
(202) 228-1699 .fax . 
















Fw: Our Next Venture 



12/14/2008 04:09 PM 


This will go out tomorrow. 

Looking forward to seeing you guys tonight. 


•O riginal Message- 


From:| 

1 

To 



CC 



Sent: Sun Dec 14 16 

:44:35 2008 

Subject: Our Next Venture 

IZ 


] <http://www,novemberi 'I 


Novembe <^ h r Inc. is announci «image001 .jpg» ng the partnership o j 

in the re-launch of the Mevada-based firm. All three partners are completing their service 

in senior positions at the National Republican Senatorial Committee, chaired by Senator John Ensign, 

'November Inc. will focus on' providing strategic planning and creative'media for political campaigns and corporate 
clients, as well as a wide array of national fundraising services. In addition, November Inc. will provide 
comprehensive federal government affairs services for clients throughout the west. 

November Inc. will have offices located in Las Vegas and Reno, Nevada, as well as maintain a presence in the 
nation's capitol. ... ' ... 

I | to Senator John Ensign and l l at Sierra Pacific 

Resources will remain of counsel to November Inc. 

The comp any is proud to announce three new members of the team as well l | 

I f fro m the NRSC as well as a veteran of the Republican Governor's Association and the Republican National 

Committee; ! l annthftr ke.v hand frnm fhft fimdraisinp denartment at the NRSC as well as the Romney for 

President Campaign; and |at the NRSC. 


November Inc. 

P.O. Box 37 1 553 | Las Vegas, NV 89 1 37 1 Telephone (702) 304-1414 
4790 Caughlin Pkwy., #757 1 Reno, NV 895191 Telephone (775) 636-6199 
www.Novemberlnc.com 


Hi 

imageOOl .jpg 
— Mes sage from| 

Subject 


^nrsc.org> on Thu, 11 Dec 2008 18:08:26 -0500 
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58C-WF-241033 -- 


up 


Enclosed for submission into the substantive case-file 
are copies of E-mail Preservation Letters [with corresponding 
facsimile coyer- sheets] which were served on miscellaneous 
Internet Service Providers (ISP) in support of captioned 
investigation: 


Target E-mail Address 



Internet Service 
Provider 

Date of 
Preservation 
Letter 

Yahoo ! 

12/10/2009 

12/03/2009 

AT&T 

i2/b4/2009 

AOL 

12/04/2009 

AOL 

12/04/2009 

Cox 

Communications 

12/03/2009 

Google (G-Mail) 

12/03/2009 


All of the aforamp-nti oned ti nn Letters were 

served by | ^ for the U.S. 

Department of Justice/Criminal Division/Public Integrity Section 
via facsimile. Each ISP was directed to preserve all data in 
their possession for the next ninety (90) days without providing 
notice to the respective account holder. 






















U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 


Washington. O.C 20530 


December TO, 2009 


Bv Fax 
Yahoo! Inc. 

Compliance Team 
701 First Avenue 
Sunnyvale, California 94089 
FAX: 408-349-7941 


Re: Preservation Request 

Dear Custodian of Records: 

■ The Departhieht of Justice-is conducting-an on-goihg crirhinal investigation that involves 
a Yahoo user. As part of that on-going investigation and pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 2703(1), we are 
requesting that .information currently in your possession related to the Yahoo e-mail address 
listed below be preserved pending the issuance of formal legal process. More specifically, we are 
requesting that you preserve all subscriber information, account contents (including all available 
e-rhail in all folders) and’any saved photos or other medial related to die following customer or 
subscriber: 


b6 per OGA 
b7C 


At this time, we are expecting to obtain formal legal process in the next 90 days. We 
acknowledge that if we do not serve legal process Upon you in the nexx 90 days, and do not 
request a 90 day extension, the preserved information may no longer be available. 


If you hav e any questions con cerning this request, please contact me as soon as possible. 


I can be reached aj^ 1 1 also request you provide written confirmation that 

Yahoo has taken appropriate measures to preserve this information, without notice to the 
account holder. You can s end such confirmation to my attention by e-mail to 

jor by fax to 202-514-3003. Thank you for your assistance with this 


matter. 


Sincerely. 


U.S. Department of Justice 






TRANSMI SSI ON REPORT « 
x»:4^xxxxx.xx!i;^:fr>:yxY. xxx»:3;>: 


(THU) DEG 10 2009 13:28 
DOJ PUBLIC EKTECRITY 


DOCUMENT # 

TIME STORED 

TIME 

SENT 

DURAT I ON 

PAGE (S) 

MODE 

RESULT 

4861578-501 

12. 10 13:23 

12. 1C 

13:23 

31" 

2 

1 ECM 

OK 


destination 

DST. TEL # 

91 408=497941 

914083497941 



IMPORTANT: This facsicaile is intended only foi the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. It may 
contain information that is privileged, confidential, or otherwise protected from disclosure under applicable law. If 
the reader of this transmission is not ^e intended recipient or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the 
transmission to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any i'sserainaiion, distribution, copying or use of 
yus transmission or if s contents is striedy prohibited. Tf yon have received this cransinission in error, plcasc notify us 
by telephoomg and return the original iransmissioa to us at the address given below. 


FROM: 

U,S, Department of Justice 
Criminal Division, Public Integrity Section 
Bond Building, Room 12100 
1400 New York Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 20005 


DATE: 

TO: 


FAX; 


Fax No. 202/514-100^ 
Voice No. 

December 10, 2009 

ATTN: Compliance Team 
Yahoo! Inc- 

40$/349-7941 


D A c . 


^ /I Olu...c^ 


b6 per OGA 
b7C 


PIN-PBB 






U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 



Wttstungton, D,C. 20530 


■ ■ December 4, 2009 


By Fax 
AT&T 

National Compliance Center 
P. O. Box 24703 
West Palm Beach, FL 33416 
ATTN: Custodian of Records 
FAX: 888-938-4715 


Re; Preservation Request 
Dear Custodian of Records: 

The Department of Justice is conducting an on-going criminal investigation that an 
AT&T user. As part of that on-going investigation and pursuant to 1 8 U.S.C. § 2703(f), we are . 
requesting that information currently in your possession related to the AT&T e-mail address 
listed below be preserved pending the issuance of formal legal process. More specifically, we are 
requesting that you preserve all subscriber information, account contents (including all available 
e-mail in all folders) and any saved photos or other medial related to the following customer or 
subscriber: 

, ‘ b6 per OGA 

I I b7C 


At this time, we are expecting to obtain funnal legal process in the next 90 days. We 
acknowledge that if we do not serve legal process upon you in the next 90 days, and do not 
request a 90 day extension, the presei-ved information may no longer be available. 


If you have any questions con cerning this request, please contact me as soon as possible, 
lean be reached at I also request you provide written confirmation that 

AT&T has taken appropriate measures to preserve this information, without notice to the 
account holder, ■ You can s end such confirmation to my attention by e-mail to 

or by fax to 202-514-3003. Thank you for your assistance with this 


matter. 


Sinr.ftrp.lv 


U.S. Department of Justice 





* *,^,^ ’^* ****** ^ 
.TRANSMISSION REPORT 

•r ;r ^ 5*- -« T ■* *• * Hr >? .t. « X . 1 C .r. sr »J X X Mf Xc 


(FRI) DEC 4 2009 17:49 
00 J PUBLIC INTEGRITY 


DOCUMENT # 

TIME STORED 

TIMS 

SENT 

DURAT I ON 

PAGE tS) 

MODE 

RESULT 

<5 861578-496 

12. 4 17:47 

12, 4 

17:48 

41" 

2 

ECM 

OK 


DESTINATION 

DST. TEL # 

91 8889384715 

918889384715 



IMPORTANT: This facsimile is integded only forthe use of the individual or enrity to which it is addressed. Ji may 
' fk*” omation that is privileged, confidential, or otherwise protected from disclosure under applicable law. If 
e reader ot this fr^mission is not the intended recipient or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the 
r^smisstoii to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemjnaiion, distribution, copying or use of 
IS transmission or iPs contents is strictly prohibited. If you have received thi.s transmission in error, please notify us 
py telephoning and return the original transmission to us at the address tfiven below. 


FROM; 


U,S. Departtuenf of Justice 
Criminal Division, Public Integrity Section 
Bond BuDding, Room 12100 
1400 New York Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 20005 

^ - aat - No. ^ 0 - 2 / S 1 4 -- ^ 3 Q() 3 - 

Voice No. I I 


December 4, 2009 

P- 

ATTN: Custodian of Records 
AT&T'I ■ r' . . ’ 

838/938-47.15 

2 tTn^1n<Iin<T CKoaA 


DATE: 

TO: 

FAX: 

PACES; 


b6 per OGA 
blC 


A-. f.'-,. or./ico 

'fV.'! ’ ' 






U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 




Woshinzton, D,C. 205S0 


December 4, 2009 

By Fax 
AOL, LLC 

Public Safety and Criminal Investigations Unit 

2200 Aolway 

Duties, VA 20166 

ATTN: Custodian of Records 

FAX: (703) 265-2208 

. Re: Preservation Request 
Dear Custodian of Records: 

Tlie Department of Justice is conducting an on-going criminal investigation that involves 
■several AOL users.. As part of that on-going investigation and pursuant to 1 8 U.S.C. § 27.03(Q, , 
we are requesting tliat information cun-ently in your possession related to the AOL e-mail 
addresses listed below be preserved pending tlie issuance of formal legal process. More 
specifically, we are requesting that you preserve all subscriber information, account contents 
(including all available e-mail in all folders) and any saved photos or other medial related to the 
following customer or subscriber: 


b6 per OGA 
’ b7C 


At this ti.me, we are expecting to obtain formal legal process in the next 90 days. We 
acknowledge that if we do not serve legal process upon you in the next 90 days, and do not 
request a 90 day extension, the preseiwed information may no longer be available. 


If you have any questions con cerning this request, please contact me as soon as possible. 
I can be reached at | | I also request you provide written confirmation that 

AOL has taken appropriate measures to preserve this information, without notice to the 
account holder. You can s end such confirmation to my attention by e-mail to 

or by fax to 202-514-3003. Thanlc you for your assistance with this 


matter. 


Sincerely 


U.S. Department of Justice 






TRANSI4ISS10N REPORT 
s: K 3; * x: ».* X- :v ’ 4 : X X >: * 4 : ^i. 4: ac * X * x 


(FRI) DEC 4 2009 17:48 
DOJ PUBLIC INTEGRITY 


DOCUMENT # 

TIME STORED 

TIME 

SENT 

DURAT3 ON 

PAGE ;s) 

MODE 

RESULT 

4861578-495 

12. 4 17 :47 

1 2. 4 

17:47 

26' 

2 

ECM 

OK 


1 DESTINATION 

DST. TEL # 

( 91703265220a 

91 7032652208 



IMPORTANT: This facsimile is Intended only for the use of the individual or enticy lo which ii is addressed. It may 
contain information thai is privileged, confidential, or oihej:wise prelected from disclosure under applicable law. If 
the reader of this transmission is not the intended recipient or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the 
transmission to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, disiribuiion, copying or use of 
this transmission or It’s contents is sLiictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please notify us 
by telephoning and return the original- transmission to us at the address given below. 


FROM: 

U-S. Department of Justice 
Crhniual Division, Public Integrity Section 
Bond Building, Room 12100 
1400 New York Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 20005 
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ATTN: Custodian of Records 
AOL 1 ^ ‘ 

K'AX: 

703/265-2208 

PAGES: 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 


IVaskington, D.C 20530 


'Decembers, 2009 


By Fax and Mail 

Cox Communications, Inc. 

1400 Lake Hearn Drive 
Atlanta, GA 30319-1464 
ATTN: Records Custodian 
FAX: (404) 269-1898 

Re: Preservation Request 

Dear Custodian of Records: 


The Dqjartment of 'Justice is conducting an on-going criininal investigation that involves ' ' 
a Cox Commiinications user. As part of that on-going investigation and pursuant to 18 U.S.C. .§ 

2703(f), we are requesting that information currently in your possession related to the' Cox 
Communications e-mail address listed belo'W be preserved pending the issuance of formal legal 
process. More specifically, we are requesting that you preserve all subscriber information, • 
accormt contents (including all available e-mail iii all folders) and any saved photos or other 
medial related to the following customer or subscriber: 

b6 per OGA 
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At this time, we are expecting to obtain formal legal process in the next 90 days. We 
aclmowlcdgc that if we do not serve legal process upon you in the next 90 days, and do not 
request a 90 day extension, the preserved ioformation may no longer be available. 


If you hav e any questions co ncerning this request, please contact me as soon as possible. 


I can be reached | I also request you provide written confirmation that Cox 

Communications has taken appropriate measures to preserve this information, without 
notice to the account holder . You can send such confirmation to my attention by e-mail to 

or by fax to 202-5 14-3003. Thank you for your assistance 'with this 


matter. 


Sincerely, 


U.S; Department of Justice 
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contain intoraation that is privileged, confidential, or otherwise protected from disclosure under applicable law. If " 

intended recipient or flue employee or agent responsible for delivering the 
thic I o recipient, -you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, copying or use of 

this i ansmission or «s contents is .strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission b error, please notify us 
by telephoning and return the oriEinal transmission to us ailhe address given below. ^ ^ 


FROM; I 

u.cii, uepartment of Justice 
Criminal Divisiion, Public Integrity Section 
Bond Building, Room 12100 
1400 New York Ave,, NW 
Washington, DC 20005 

Pax No. 202/514-3003 
Voice No. I I 

DATE; Decembers, 2009 

ATTN: Records Custodian . 

Cox Corgmunicationsj Inc- 

FAX: 404/269-1898 . • 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 


Washington, D.C, 20530 


December 3, 2009 


By Fax 
Yahoo! Inc. 

Compliance Team 
701 First Avenue 
Sinmyyale, California 94089 
FAX: 408-349-7941 


• Re: Presei-vation Request . , . 

Dear Custodian ofRecord.s: 

- The Department of Justice is Oonduc'ting'aii'on-going criminal investigation that 'involves ' 
a Yahoo user. As part of that on-going investigation and pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 2703(f), we are 
requesting that information cuirently in your possession related to the Yahoo e-mail address 
listed below be preserved pending the issuance of formal legal process. More specifically, we are 
requesting that you preserve all subscriber information, account contents (including all available 
e-mail in all folders) arid any saved photos or other medial related to the following customer dr 
subscriber: 


* * b6 per OGA 

At this time, we are expecting to obtain foimal legal process in the next 90 days. We 
aclaiowledge that if we do not seiwe legal process upon you in the next 90 days, and do not 
request a 90 day extension, the preseiwed information may no longer be available. 


If you have any questions co ncerning this request, please contact me as soon as possible. 


I can be reached at| | I also request you provide written confirmation that 

Yahoo has taken appropriate measures to preserve tliis information, without notice to the 
account holder. You can s end such confirmation to my attention by e-mail to 

or by fax to 202-514-3003. Thank you for your assistance with tliis 


matter. 


Sincerely, 


U.S. Department of Justice 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 



I'yaslungion, D.C 20530 


December 3, 2009 

By Fas 

Google (G-mail) 

•1 600 Amphitheatre Parkway 
Mountainview, CA 94043 
FAX: 650-649-2939 


Re: Preservation Request 

Dear Custodian of Records: 

The Department of Justice is conducting an on-going criminal investigation that involves 
.a G-mail user. As part of that on-going investigation and pursuant to 18 U.S'.C. § 2703(f), we are ' 
requesting that infoimation currently in your possession related to the G-mail e-mail address 
listed below be preserved pending the issuance of formal legal process. More specifically, we are 
• requesting tliat you preserve all subscriber information, account contents (including all available 
e-mail in all folders) and any saved pfiotos or other medial related to the following customer or 
subscriber: • . - , ■ 


At this time, we axe expecting to obtain formal legal process in the next 90 days. We 
aclcnowledge that if we do not serve legal process upon you in the next 90 days, and do not 
request a 90 day extension, the preserved information may no longer be available. 


If you have any questions co ncerning this request, please contact me as soon as possible. 


I can be reached at | 1 1 also request you provide written confirmation that 

Google has taken appropriate measures to preserve this information, without notice to the 
account holder . You can send such confirmation to my attention by e-mail to 

or by fax to 202-5 14-3003. Thaiik you for your assistance with this 


matter. 


Sincerely, 


■U.S. Department of Justice 
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POLITICO 

FEC members clash over family gifts 

By: John Bresnahan 
December 18, 2009 04:43 AM EST 


Democrats on the Federal Election Commission say that the commission’s GOP members 
have created a loophole in federal election law that would allow wealthy parents to 
essentially finance a congressional campaign by one of their children. 


Two Republicans, Matthew Petersen and Caroline Hunter, say the FEC has failed to take 
a consistent position on the issue of gifts from family members to congressional 
candidates, and they signaled that they are unlikely to enforce existing regulations until 
the commission promulgates a new standard for such cases. Peterson will serve as the 
FEC’s chairman next year, it was announced Thursday. 



A third Republican commissioner, Don McGahn, has abstained from voting on the case. 
Under FEC procedures, a majority of the six commissioners must vote to approve any 
official action, meaning that the commission, is deadlocked. 


“The commission’s past handling of enforcement matters involving monetary gifts from 
family members has been inconsistent, to put it charitably,’’ Petersen and Hunter said last 
week. “The commission’s contradictory approaches in past matters involving family gifts 
provide inadequate notice to the regulated community about what is permitted and what is 
not.” 


The GOP statement provoked a sharp response from two of the Democratic 
commissioners, Eileen Weintraub and Cynthia Bauerly. They pointed out that the 
Supreme Court had ruled on this issue in 1976, and the FEC has regulations in place that 
cover it. 


“There already is a regulation on the books governing this situation; we do not need to 
issue a new rule or policy statement to justify proceeding here,” they said. 

The partisan dispute inside the FEC could affect Sen. John Ensign (R-Nev.), who is under 
fire for an affair he had with his former campaign treasurer. 

An FEC complaint was filed against Ensign this summer by a watchdog group following 
the disclosure that Ensign’s parents gave $96,000 to the family of his former mistress, 
Cindy Hampton. The watchdog group. Citizens for Responsibility and Ethics in 
Washington, says that gift could be a violation of federal election law and, thus, a potential 
criminal act. Ensign has denied the money given to Cindy and Doug Hampton was a 
“severance payment,” saying it was an allowable gift from his family to the Hamptons. 

At issue in the internal FEC battle is whether to fine James Feidkamp, a former Oregon 
GOP congressional candidate, for accepting a $75,000 gift from his mother during the 
middle of a campaign. 

In 2004, Feidkamp was running against Democratic Rep. Peter DeFazio when he received 
a loan from his mother, Phyllis Feidkamp, of nearly $35,000. The FEC said the donation 
violated federal contribution limits and made the Feidkamp campaign return most of the 


http://dyn.politico.coin/prmtstory.cfin?uiiid=9F28D2C0-18FE-70B2-A872E30E153CFD... 12/28/2009 
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money. 

But two weeks later, Phyllis Feidkamp wrote a $75,000 personal check to her son from the 
same bank account as the original loan. James Feidkamp cashed his mother’s check, put 
the funds in his personal bank account and then donated the money — in his own name 
— to his campaign. Congressional candidates are allowed to loan their campaigns an 
unlimited amount of personal money for a House or Senate race. 

Feidkamp lost the 2004 race by a large margin, but he challenged DeFazio again in 2006. 

In March 2006, the Oregon Democratic Party filed a complaint with the FEC about the 
2004 gift, asserting that the candidate’s personal financial disclosure form showed he 
wasn’t wealthy enough to loan himself $75,000. Oregon Democrats said Feidkamp “must 
have received money from another source in violation of campaign finance laws.’’ 

The Feidkamp campaign countered that the money was a routine gift from mother to son, 
part of a pattern of gifts that had existed prior to his run for Congress and thus allowable 
under federal law. McGahn, then a Republican campaign lawyer and now the FEC 
commissioner who has recused himself from the case, represented the Feidkamp 
campaign before the commission. 

Following an FEC investigation, the commission’s professional staff found “reason to 
believe” that Feidkamp had received an improper gift from his mother, a decision initially 
approved by the six-member FEC in December 2006. 

However, in October 2008, Republican commissioners on the FEC reversed the earlier 
decision, and with McGahn abstaining , the commission deadlocked and was unable to 
determine that Feidkamp and his mother “knowingly and willfully violated” election laws. 
The case was then closed in Oct. 2008. 

When the file on the Feidkamp case became publicly available in January 2009, both 
Democratic and GOP commissioners remained divided over what the case meant. 

On Dec. 11, Petersen and unexpectedly issued a Statement of Reasons explaining their 
position in the Feidkamp matter, and pointing out that the FEC fined a candidate in 2003 
over his handling of a gift from his family, but then declined to investigate a similar episode 
the following year. 


Fred Wertheimer, president and CEO of Democracy 21 , a campaign watchdog group, said 
the three Republican commissioners on the FEC “are blocking enforcement in every 


“It’s a complete rogue agency,” Wertheimer added. “These Republican commissioners 
have basically shut down enforcement at the agency, and it’s going to potentially affect 
any complaints that are sitting there, including [those against] Ensign or anyone else.” 


© 2009 Capitol News Company, LLC 
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JOHN L. SMITH: Stories that raised the most eyebrows in 2009 |- 

When TV show host Howie Mandel uttered the words "Deal or no deal," who knew he'd be outlining 
U.S. Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid's strategy for buying -- 1 mean winning -- votes for his 
health care reform bill? 


b6 

b7C 


The congressional health care fight, the economy, the mortgage crisis, the wars in Iraq and 
Afghanistan: those were among the top 10 stories of the year. 

But what about the other end of the news spectrum? 

The sordid story of 0.3. Simpson and the missing memorabilia edged out Gov. Jim Gibbons' text 
message liaison with Kathy Karrasch for the best of the worst stories of 2008. 

Those were a couple of sick puppies, but they're almost tame compared to this year's biggest 
losers in the 20th anniversary edition of my Bottom 10. 

No. 10. PHILLIES' FANATIC: MGM Mirage CEO Jim Murren has a lot to be proud of after 
managing to open the $8.5 billion CityCenter project. But chances are good he won't be bragging 
about his minor league playing days after it was revealed he had overstated his athletic resume as 
a member of the Phillies' organization. 

No. 9.SENATOR SNIDE: Reid tells Las Vegas Review-Journal advertising boss Bob Brown he 
hopes the newspaper goes out of business. Publisher Sherman Frederick reminds Reid who buys 
ink by the barrel. 

No. 8. GOODMAN'S GAFFE: I know what you're thinking: which one? When a tipsy Las Vegas 
Mayor Oscar Goodman calls a local woman a "short, fat Bette Midler" during a charity auction, it 
proves the possible gubernatorial candidate needs a governor on his mouth. 

No. 7. NINA'S NO-NO: When a local car repair owner shop gets in a jam thanks to a KTNV-TV, 
Channel 13 investigative reporter, station anchor Nina Radetich is surreptitiously recorded offering 
the assistance of her boyfriend to help with the owner's PR, problems. Radetich gets ripped, but 
keeps her job. 

No. 6. LOWDEN BOMBS: When Republican U.S. Senate hopeful Sue Lowden follows a radio chat 
host's lead and makes light of an attempt to bomb then-Gaming Commissioner Harry Reid, she 
winds up with political powder burns. 

No. 5. KROLICKI'S CAKEWALK: Proving not all his luck is bad, Lt. Gov. Brian Krolicki sees 
charges he misused millions of dollars in state funds dismissed. Attorney General Catherine Cortez 
Masto is now the one working to salvage her once-shiny image. 

No. 4. GRAVEL BRAINS: When juice-heavy Las Vegas Paving wins a lucrative road contract 
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despite being underbid by more than $4 million, it makes County Commission observers wonder 
whether its members have rocks between their ears. 

No. 3. TEA PARTY POOPERS; When the made-for-TV anti-tax tea party hits town, there's talk of 
revolution. When it leaves, so do the news cameras, and the movement falls flat. The party 
poopers spend the rest of the summer shouting at members of Congress in town hall meetings. 

No. 2. SANFORD & SONS: UNLV's sorry football team finally loses enough games by wide enough 
margins to force the ouster of nice-guy coach Mike Sanford. The new coach has little left to 
salvage. 

No. 1. ENSIGN'S EMBARRASSMENT: Meet U.S. Sen. John Ensign, R-No-Tell Motel, the gift who 
keeps on giving. After falling off his Christian high horse and admitting an affair with staffer Cindy 
Hampton, who happened also to be his pal's wife, it was learned his parents attempted to smooth 
over the affair with $96,000. 

That buys a lot of aspirin, but it will take more than that to cool the anger of Hampton's husband, 
Doug. 

When his ham-handed attempt to find Hampton work backfires, it ensures the Ensign affair and the 
damage it inflicts on Senator Sanctimony's political career will continue to bleed far into 2010. 

With that kind of hemorrhaging, you'd think Ensign would have voted for health care reform. 

John L Smith's column appears Sunday, Tuesday, Wednesday and Friday. E-mall him at 
Smith@reviewjournal.com or call (702) 383-0295. He also blogs at lvrj.com/blogs/smlth. 


Find this article at: 

http://vwiw.lvij.cotn/news/stories-that-raised-the-most-eyebrows-in-2009-80158642.html 

CD Check the box to include the list of links referenced in the article. 

Copyright © Las Vegas Review-Journal, 1997 - 2008 

Go Green! Subscribe to the electronic Edition at wvw.reviewjoumal.com/ee/ 


ht^://www.printthis.clickability .coni/pt/cpt?action=cpt&title=JOHN+L.+SMITH%3 A+S ... 1 2/28/2009 


58C-WF-241033 — 


b6 per OGA/FBI 
b7C 


Enclosed for submission into the substantive case-file 
is one (1) copy of a Memorandum dated 10/13/2009 and entitled 
"Important Notice Regardin g Retention P rocedures". This 
memorandum was authored by I I and addressed to all 


employees/office personnel working for U.S. Senator JOHN E. 

ENSIGN_Ls senatorial office. | | was identified 

the I [for U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S office. 


The aforementioned Memorandum serves as a Preservation 
Letter for all document s/correspondence/E-mail/etc . betwe en 
senatorial staffers and f | NV 

ENERGY INCORPORATED, and/or ALLEGIANT AIRLINES; as well as other 
related records. 


A copy of the aforementioned Memorandum was provided to 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) on 12/10/2009 via E- 


mail by 


for the U.S. Department 


of Justice/ Criminal Division/ Public Integrity Section. 

Copies of the aforementioned Memorandum and 
transmitting E-mail are attached to this communication for future 
reference . 





Memorandum 

To: All Employees and Office Personnel 

From: 


Date: October 13, 2009 

Re: Important Notice Regarding Document Retention Procedures 


Please be advised of the following : 


Effective immediately, and until further notice, do not destroy, del ete, alter, or remove 
any docum ents or records (both duplicates and originals) that relate to | 

I This 'directive specifically includes, but is not limited to: 


All correspondence to, from, and about 
. Any- work, performed by[ 


before, during, and after 


their tenure with Senator Ensign’s official office and/or campaign; 
Any files or recorcjs that 


maintained while- they were 


employees of Senator Ensign’s official office and/or campaign; 


■ All employment records maintained for current and past employees of Senator 
Ensign’s official office and campaign, including, but not limited to, | 


" Any communications to, from, and about NVEnergy and/or All.egiant Airlines, 
including any communications involving or related to these entities and/or their 
employees; and 


• Any information regarding payments to 
any person; 


made by 


If it becomes necessary to collect these documents, formal instructions will be provided 
to you. 


To be clear, the terms “documents” and “records” include all typed, handwritten, and 
electronic documents and records of any kind, including files, faxes, emails, electronic 
memoranda, phone records, and the like. For persons responsible for destructing older 
records after a specified passage of time, this memorandum immediately supersedes those 
responsibilities and any prior instructions on the subject. 

Failure to comply with this directive will carry serious consequences. If you have any 
questions regarding this directive, please contact me. Thank you for your cooperation in 
this matter. 



i 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 


Thursday, December 10, 2009 1:54 PM 


Subject: FW: MANDATORY Document Retention Policy 

Importance: High 

Attachments: Ensign Doc Retention Memo.pdf 
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Attached is the document retention memo that covers preservation of all of Ensign's office's email. 


U.S. Department of Justice -Public Integrity Section 
1400 Nexo York Avenue, N.W., Suite 12100 
Washin gton. D.C. 20005 
Office - I 

, Facsimile -202.514.3003. • - . 




12/11/2009 




(Rev. 01-31-2003) 


FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Precedence : ROUTINE 

To: Washington Field 

Prom: Washington Field 

Squad CR- 15 /Northern Vi 
Contact : SA 

Approved By: 

Drafted By: 


Date: 01/07/2010 


Case 


ID #: 58C-WF-241033 -^(Pending) 


( 2 ) 


Title: UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN E. ENSIGN, 

UNITED STATES SENAT E (STATE OF NEVADA) ; 


FORMER SENATORIAL STAFF MEMBER; 


^ LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


Synopsis: Case Status Update/Assignment of local federal 

prosecutor to captioned investigation. 

Details: Captioned ptiblic corruption investigation is currently 

being investigated by Special Agents assigned to Washington Field 
Division/Northern Virginia Resident Aoencv/S cmad CR-15. This 
matter is being prosecuted by Trial Attorney | 

United States Department of Justi op / CTimi nal m-^n ri nn/Pno 1 1 n 
Integrity Section; office telephone I cellular 

telephone I I E-mail address: 

I l‘®usdoi . gov . 



Ref erral/ Consul t 


The local fe deral prosecutor ass igned to this matter 
was identified as AUSA T ~l United States 

Attorney's Office for the District of Columbia/ Public Corruptio n 
and Government Fraud Section; office telephone | | E- 


0000) A . 




UNCLASSIFIED 


To: Washington Field From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-241033, 01/07/2010 


mail address : 

♦♦ 


pusdoT . gov . 


b6 

b7C 



Page 1 of 2 


■u 

% 




From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Thursday, January 07, 2010 4:07 PM 


be 

b7C 


rCRM) 


FW: CONTACT INFORMATION PER YOUR REQUEST / , 
Sensitivity: Confidential 


□□ 

I Just spoke with[| 


He stated he is willing to speak with me. C 


Jof Baker-Hostelter in WD C: teleohon 


nothing to hide and wou 

reported having counsel^ 

interests in the Senate Ethics inquiry. As such, he wanted to bring [ 
with me since he was unfamiliar with the legality of such matters. 


Commented that he has 




^d like to get this m atter out-in-the- open so everyone c an move on. How ever, he 




] representing his 


the ioop before agreeing to meet 


[ 


]was in his car at the time of mv call. As s uch, he asked that I E-mail him all of my contact information 


(see attached Email). He will speak with 


and get back to me either directly or through his attorney. 
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[ 


periodically. 


3s back in Las Vegas, NV on a full-time basis. However, he maintained traveling back to WDC 


I’m assumin d 
him to you. Since[ 


Jattorney will be returning my call as oopop d to[ 


] attorney is based in DC, 


pnay be apt to come here. 


When he does, I’ll refer 


I I Special Agent 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 


WFO/ 

Northern Virginia 

; Resident Agency 

Direct: 

Cell: 


From:! 


Se nt: Thursday, January 07, 201 0 3:51 PM 

To j I 

Subject: CONTACT INFORMATION PER YOUR REQUEST 
Sensitivity: Confidential 


b6 

b7C 


Thank you for taking the time to speak with me earlier today. As discussed, I am interested in meeting with you 
in-person to discuss the matter regarding U.S. Senator Ensign and Doug Hampton which was publically reported 
in the 10/2009 edition of the New York Times. This inquiry is completely independent of the Senate Ethics 
investigation which you referenced and have sought legal counsel for. 

As you requested, I am forwarding you all of my contact information (see below). Depending on your schedule 
and availability, I am willing to meet with you at a location in Las Vegas or Washington, D.C. If meeting in Las 
Vegas is preferred, I have the ability to travel to Las Vegas during the week of February 1 , 2010. 

1 appreciate your willingness to discuss this matter with me. However, I also understand your interest in 
consulting with your attorney before you agree to meet with me. Once you have spoken with your legal 
representative, please contact me directly or have you’re retained counsel reach out for me. 


Thanks again and I look forward to meeting with you in the near future. 
My best. 


I 


1/7/2010 


Ot SirCrWO 
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i 

H 


Special Agent 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Washington Field Office / Northern Virginia Resident Agency 
9325 Discovery Boulevard . Manassas, VA 201 09-3992 
Direct! 
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1/7/2010 







In Reply, Please Refer to 
File No. 


U.S. Department of Justice 


Federal Bureau of Investigation 


January 7, 2010 


To : I I Trial Attorney 

U.S. Department or Justice 

Criminal Division/Pviblic Integrity Section 
From: Special Aaent 


I J Special Agent 

Veaerai Bureau ot Investigation 
Northern Virginia Resident Agency 

U.S. SENATOR JOHN E. ENSIGN, 

U.S. SENATE (STATE^ OF NEVADA) ; 

FTTRIVI'ER SENATORIAL STAFF MEMBER; 
CFPO - LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 

Case File: 58C-WF-241033 


VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS 


Per your earlier request, I am forwarding you working 
copies of the following documents: 

1) Copy o f SaI I hand-written notes taken 

during I 

2) Copy of L and 

signed by 

3) Co py of witness /subjec t telephone chairt created 

bvr - - land provided to the FBI on 


4) Copy of folder | | -i ni ng 

documents compiled by I | and 

provided to the FBI on 1 ~| 

5) Copy of Compact Disc (with associated 

corresponde nce) containing misce llaneous documents 
compiled by j I Compact Dine 

was provided no r.hft frt nn /a hoTTr. I J via 

Federal Express through I 1 retained 

counsel . 

6) Copy of FBI Analyst work-product detailing New York 
Times newspaper article. 


Iooo7.b. 





or 




Original copies of the received documents will be 
maintained by the FBI for evidentiary purposes . 
any cruestions , please feel free to contact me at 
via E-mail at I l®ic . fbi . aov. 
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(Rev. 01-31-2003) 


# • 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Precedence: ROUTINE Date: 01/19/2010 

To: Washington Field’ 


Washington Field 

Squad CR- 15 / Northern Virginia Resident Agency 



Case ID #: 58C-WF-241033' 



58C-WF-241033 SUB 302 



Title: UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN E. ENSIGN, 

UNITED STATES SENATE (STATE OF NEVADA) ; 


FORMER SENATORIAL STAFF MEMBER; 

CORRUPTION FEDERAL PUBLIC OFFICIALS - LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


b6 

b7C 

b7E 


Synopsis: To request opening of Sub-File within substantive 

case-file . 


b7E 


Details: The purpose of this communication is to request the 

opening of the following Sub-file (s) within the substantive case- 
file: 


1) SUB 302 - This sub-file will be used as the primary 
repository for all FD-302's which document the results of subject 
interviews, witness interviews, and other investigative actions 
which may be considered testimonial in nature. 


♦♦ 
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58C-WF-241033 - 


1 


On 01/20/2010, SA I I Washington F ield 

Division/Scfuad CR-15 . cionducit^d an I | 

^ 1 datg Qt 

birth I I, social security account number | | in 

furtherance of captioned investigation. 


Resul ts of the aforementioned] 

^ are attached to this communication for inclusion 
into the substantive case-file. 
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(Rev. of-31-2003) 


FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Precedence : ROUTINE 

To: Washington Field 


Date: 01/20/2010 


From: Washington Field 

Squad CR-15 /Northern Virginia Resident Acrencv 
Contact : SA 

I 

Approved By: 

Drafted By: 

Case ID #: 58C-WF-241033 '(Pending) 

Title: UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN E. ENSIGN, 

UNITED STATES SENATE (STATE OF NEVADA) ; 
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FORMER SENATORIAL STAFF MEMBER; 

CORRUPTION FEDERAL PUBLIC OFFICIALS - LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


b6 

b7C 

b7E 


Synopsis: To submit photograph of captioned subject (s) into 
substantive case-file. 


b7E 


Enclosure (s) : 


Enclosed for inclusion into the substantive case- 

ensign") 


file is o ne\(l) undated photogra ph of J U .~S~. Senator jdl^N E. 
/"(R-Nevada)~ ^te of birth 03 /25 /19¥gT sociaL security \ccc 
Vnumber 530-66^961 ;f | | 


un 




Idate birth? I 

I date of binrth] 



b6 

b7C 


kdat e of birth 


1 




f . fc^'and^ , 

social security account number 




Details: The purpose of this communication to submit a 

photograph of captioned subject (s) and their respective spouses 
into the substantive case-file. The enclosed photograph was 
obtained through the internet. 


♦♦ 


iOOoie>Ce<^ 





Record Request 
FD-125 (Rev. 4-1-93) 


Date 


01 / 20/2010 


□ Birth □ Credit [/] Criminal Q Death INS [[] Marriage* m Motor Vehicle □ other 


To 


Buded 

NCIC OPERATION 

Ea 


Return to 


File Number 

SaI VFO/NVRA/CR-15 

□ 

58C-WF-241033 ^ 


Business United States Senator 
Former 



b6 

b7C 


* Date and place of marriage 
(if applicable) 


Race 

White 

Sex 

1 1 Female 

0 Male 

Age 

Height 

Weight 

Hair 

Birth date 

Birthplace 


Nevada 


Arrest Number 


Fingerprint classification 


Criminal specialty 


Eyes 


Social Security Number 


Drivers License Number 


■ ■ D/L Photo □ Other 

Specific information desired 


Criminal History; WantsAA/arrants: Nevada DMV records; 


b6 

b7C 


Results of check 




b6 

b7C 



















58C-WF-P. 41 ^ 


On 01/20/2010, SA| 

Division/Scniad CR-15. conduc ted anQ 

Ifn-r TT-.q 


Washington Fi eld 


(R-Nevadal 
number 


date of birth 


Senator JOHN ERIC ENSIGN 
social security account 


b6 

b7C 

b7E 


in furtherance of captioned investigation. 


Results of the aforementioned . 

] are attached to this communication for inclusion 


into the substantive case-file. 


(3 


blE 





01/20/2010 


Record Request 
FD-125 (Rev. 4-1-93) 


Date 


□ Birth □ Credit \ 7 ] Criminal n Death Q INS Q Marriage* 0 Motor Vehicle IZl Other 


To 

NCIC OPERATOR a 

Buded 

Return to 

SA WFO/NVRA/CR-15 a 

File Number 

58C-WF-241033 


Name and aliases of subject, applicant 

or employee, and spouse 

1 


Address 

Residence 


Las Vegas, Nevada 89134 

Ea 


Business 

Former 


b6 

b7C 


* Date and place of marriage 
(if applicable) 


Race 

White 


Sex 

□ Female 
0 Male 


Age 


Height 


Weight 


Hair 


Eyes 


Birth date 


Birthplace 


Arrest Number 


Fingerprint classification 


Criminal specialty 


b6 
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Social Security Number 


Drivers License Number 
□ D/L Photo □ Other 


Specific information desired 

Criminal History; WantsA/Varrants: Nevada DMV records; 


Results of check 
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^ai:uaE=24io33 


1 


On 01/06/2010, 


] United 


States Department of Justice/Criminal Division/Public Integrity 
Section, made an informal E-mail request to Calvin L. Scovel, 
Inspector General for the United States Department of 
Transportation/Office of Inspector General (DOT/OIG) , which 
sought the voluntary disclosure of the following documents: 


1 ) 


Any and all documents related to any contact made 
by U.S. Senator JOHN E. ENSIGN; or anyone from 
ENSIGN ' s se natorial office, including but not 
limited to, | 

the Secretary of the United States Department of 
Transportation (DOT) and/or his/her staff between 
01/01/2008 and 12/31/2009. 



2 ) An y and all documents related to anv conta,^ ct made 


Fi 


5 


NOVEM BER 


by 
INC 

and/or ALLEGIANT AIR LLC; and the Secretary of DOT 
and/or his/her staff between 01/01/2008 and 
12/31/2009. 


On 01/20/2010, Robert S. Rivkin, General Counsel for 
DOT'S Office of the Secretary, 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE, 
Washingt on, D.C.. positively r esponded to this request and 
provided | H with approximately one hundred and 

forty-seven (147) pages of miscellaneous documents. Original 
copies of the received documents were subsequently provided to 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) on 01/22/2010 via 
Federal Express deliver. 


The received documents will be reviewed by SA | 

I Washington Field Division/ Squad CR-15 in furtherance of 
captioned investigation and filed in the SUB lA section of the 
substantive case-file for future reference. 


Duplicate copies of DOJ ' s informal request dated 
01/06/2010 and DOT'S response dated 01/20/2010 are attached to 
this communication for quick reference . 










GENERAL COUNSEL 



U.S. Department 
of Transportation 


Office of the Secretary 
of Transportation 



1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
Washington, DC 20590 


January 20, 2010 


OOI ^nDn>JTt AL 


U.S. Department of Justice -Public Integrity Section 
1400 New York Avenue, N.W., Suite 12100 
Washington, D.C. 20005 


Dear 


Pursuant to your attached emails to Calvin Scovel and our meeting of today, I enclose 
Department of Transportation (DOT) documents related to contacts with Senator John 
Ensign and his staff as well as with certain listed individuals for the years 2008 and 
2009. As we discussed, I have redacted a couple of documents so as to protect 
privileged information relating to a DOT enforcement proceeding. 


I am tendering these documents on the understanding that they wiii be kept confidential, 
and that the Public Integrity Section will return them at the conclusion of its investigation. 


Please do not hesitate to contact me if I can be of further assistance with your inquiry. 
Sincerely, 

Robert S. Rlvkin, 


b6 per 
hlC ; 



\ 

i 

i 

j 
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Enclosure 




Scovel, Calvin L. 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject; 


General Scovel, 


by U.S. Senator John Ensign, or anyone from hfls office 
0 the Secretary of Transportation and their staff between 

2. Any and all "documents" related to any contact made by any one or more of the following people/entities listed 
belowto,theSecretaryofTransportationandtheirstaffbetweenJariuaryl,2008and December 31, 2009 and: 

a. 

b. 

c. November, Inc. 

d. . 

e. 

f. Allegiant Airlines 

For purposes of this request, the term "documents" includes writings or records of every kind or character, 
conveying Information by mechanical, electronic, photographic, or other means, whether encarded, taped, 
stored or coded electrostatically, electromagnetically, or otherwise. "Documents" includes but is not limited 
to correspondence, e-mail, notes, memoranda, minutes, summaries, telephone records; telephone message 
logs or slips, calendars, date books. Interoffice communications, results of investigations, videotapes, 
audiotapes, microfiche, microfilm, any electronic media, and accounting and financial records of any kind 
(including checks (front and back), wire transfers, cash payments or receipts, and check requests). 
"Documents" refers to any record in the Office's possession, custody, or control, and "documents" includes all 
drafts or unfinished versions of documents. 

Please let me know if you need any additional information or clarification or require additional time to gather the 
requested materials. 


b6 per OGA 
b7C 

Uepnrtment of Justice ’•Public Integrih/ Section 
MOO Neio York Avenue, KW,, Suite 12100 
Washington, D.C 20005 

Offic A ~l 

Facsimile - 202.514.3003 





1. Any and all "documents" r elated to any contact made 
including but not limited tci| |t 

January 1, 2008 and Decemoer^i, 2uuy. 


Wednesday, January 06, 2010 11:52 AM 
Scovel, Calvin L. 

Request for documents 


b6 per OGA 
b7C 


1 



Scovel, Calvin L. 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


General Scovel, 


I uesaay, January iz, 2un 
Scovel, Calvin L, 
Supplemental Information 


b6 per OGA 
b7C 


_b5 per OGA 



b6 per OGA 
b7C ; 


Department of Justice -Ptiklic hitegrih/ Section 
1400 hJeip York Avenue, N,W.j Suite 12100 
Washington, D.C 20005 
Office - \ I 

FacsimUe - 2UZ.bl4.3u03 


1 



FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 



(Rev. 01-31-2003) 


Precedence: ROUTINE Date; 01/25/2010 

To: Washington Field 

From: Washington Field 

Squad CR-IS /Nnrtharn Vi Tai ni a 

Contact; SA | 


Approved By; 

Drafted By: 

Case ID #: 58C-WF-241033 .^^Pending) 

Title: UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN E. ENSIGN, 

UNITED STATES SENAT E (STATE OF NEVADA) ; 


FORMER SENATORIAL STAFF MEMBER; 

CORRUPTION FEDERAL PUBLIC OFFICIALS - LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


Synopsis: Request for captioned investigation to be placed into 
Restricted Access status in Automatic Case System (ACS) . 


Arr<^nr-v 



Details; In 10/2009 


Washington Field Division/Sauad C R-15 

pertaining 


to allegations of criminal misconduct by sitting United States 
Senator JOHN E. ENSIGN (R-Nevada) and current /former members of 
U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S senatorial staff. Due to the sensitive 
nature of this investigation and the resulting media attention, 
it is necessary to restrict ACS access to captioned matter in 
order to avoid compromising the investigation and/or the identity 
of potential witnesses . 


The following personnel should be granted permanent 
access to this restricted investigation: 


ADIC Shawn Henry 
A/ADIC John G, Perren 
SAC Andrew J. Castor \/ 
SAC Jean M. Andersen./ 


ssa| 

\ 

ADC 

1 L 

SA 1 1 

siaI 

^ 




WFO/Appointed ADIC 
WFO/Acting ADIC 
WFO/ Criminal Division 
WFO/Criminal Branch II 
WFO/ CR-15 
WFO/ Squad A- 6 
WFO/Squad CR-15 
WFO/Squad ID-3 
WFO/Squad CR-15/ID-3 


b6 

b7C 


b6 

b7C 

b7E 


b7E 


b6 

b7C 





UNCLASSIFIED 





To: Washington Field From: Washington Field 
Re: 58C-WF-241033, 01/25/2010 








SSlJ 

ucf 

SSAI 

SSA 


WFO/ Squad CR-15 
FBIHQ/CID/PCU 
FBIHQ/CID/PCU 
LV/ Squad 13 


It is noted that other FBI agents and/or personnel may 
be provided access to captioned investigation, either on a 
permanent or temporary basis, in the future as deemed 
appropriate . 


b6 

b7C 


♦♦ 


2 




b6 per OGA/FBI 
b7C 

58C-WP-^41 


1 


On 01/05/2010, 


United 


States Department of Justice/ Criminal Division/ Public Integrity 
Section, made a formal written request to the Office of U.S. 
Senator JOHN E. ENSIGN seeking the disclosure of certain 
documents in furtherance of captioned investigation. This formal 
recfuest was made to the Office of U.S. Se nator JOHN E. ENSIGN 


with the Law Office of 

.C., 1717 Main Street, Suite 5000, Dallas, 
is retained legal counsel for U.S. Senator 


through 

Fish & Richa rdson 
Texas 75201. 

JOHN E. ENSIGN (D-Nevada) 

Production of the requested documents was required by 
01/22/2010 absent any approved dead-line extension. The 
requested documents were identified as follows: 


(?>, 


1) Any documents related to the following persons or 
entities for the time-period of 01/01/2005 through 
01/04/2010 : NEVADA POWER; SIERRA PACIFIC RESOUR CES; 
NV ENERG Y: I I 

I ALLEGIANT AIR ; I I 

I DESIGN GROUP; I \ 

I I P2SA EQUITY LLC; I ~l 

and post-employment restrictions on former 
government employees per Title 18 United States 
Code 207 and Senate Rule 37.9. 


2) Any documents regarding any of the following 
persons or entities for the time-period of 
12/01/2007 through Ql/04/2010: NOVEMBER INC.; 


It should be noted that a copy of this formal written 
request was "courtesy- copied" to Mr. Morgan J. Frankel, Legal 
Counsel for the United States Senate. 


A copy of the formal written request dated 01/05/2010 
from the United States Department of Justice (DOJ) which seeks 
production of the aforementioned documents is attached to this 
communication for placement into the substantive case- file. 





U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 



Washington, D,C. 2QSS0 


January 5, 2010 

Via Email 


1717 Main Street 
Suite 5000 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Re; Request for Documents from the Office of U.S. Senator John. Ensign 


Dear 


b6 per OGA 

b7C f I 


b5 per OGA 


1 . For the time period January 2005 through January 4, 201 0, any documents’ regarding 
any of the following persons, entities or matters regardless of whether the person, entity 
or matter is mentioned by name in the document: 


a. 

Nevada Power 



b. 

Sierra Pacific Resources 

c. 

NV Energy 


1 

d. 



b6 per OGA 

e. 



b7C 

f. 




g- 

Allegiant Air 



h. 


1 


i. 


‘ For purposes of all requests in this letter, the term “documents” includes writings or 
records of every kind or character, conveying information by mechanical, electronic, 
photographic, or other means, whether encarded, taped, stored or coded electrostatically, 
electromagnetically, or otherwise. “Documents” includes but is not limited to correspondence, e- 
mail, notes, memoranda, minutes, summaries, telephone records, telephone message logs or slips, 
calendars, date books, interoffice communications, results of investigations, videotapes, 
audiotapes, microfiche, microfilm, any electronic media, and accounting and financial records of 
any kind (including checks (fironl and back), wire transfers, cash payments or receipts, and check 
requests). “Documents” refers to any record in the Office’s possession, custody, or control, and 
“documents” includes all drafts or unfinished versions of documents. 




b6 per OGA/FBI 
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j- 

k. 

l . 

m. 

B. 

0 . Post-employment restrictions on former government employees, including but not 
limited to, 18 U.S.C § 207 and Senate Rule 37.9. 

2. For the time period December 1, 2007 throu^ January 4, 2010, any documents regarding 
any of the following persons, entities or matters regardless of whether the person, bntity 
or matter is mentioned by name in the document: 

a. November, Inc. 

b. I 

c. 

d. 

e. 


P2SA Equity. 


[Design Group 
,LC 


Pleaseproduce all responsive documents by January •22, 2009, unless a later date is 

subsequently agreed to by the undersigned. Responsive documents should be produced to: 


FBI Special Agentf 


9325 Discovery Boulevard 
Manassa s. VA 20109 
telephone l 


Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. Please let us know if any issues. arise or if 
you have any questions. 


Very tmly yours. 


PUBLIC INTEGRITY SECTION 


C.C.; Morgan Frankel, Esq., Senate Legal Counsel (via email) 


2 



58C-WF-241033 


b6 per OGA/FBI 
b7C I 


1 


On 01/26/2010, the Office of U.S. Senator JOHN E. 

ENSIGN voluntarily provided the United States Department of 
Justice/Criminal Division/ Public Integrity Section (DOJ/PIN) with 
an Excel spreadsheet identifying all of U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S 
current and former employees for the time-period of 01/2005 
through 01/2010. This comprehensive list identified each 
current/ former senatorial staffer by name, job title, duty 
station, and dates of employment. 



The aforementioned Excel spreadsheet contained the 
names of ninety (90) current /former members of U.S. Senator 
ENSIGN'S staff. This list was provided to DOJ/PIN via E-mail 
[and subsequently forwarded to Washington Field Division/Sq uad 
CR-15 for investigative consideration] by | f 

[ with the Law Offices of Locke, Lord, Bissell, & Liddel 
LLP, 2200 Ross Avenue , Su ite 2200, Dallas, Texas 75201; direct 
telephone | \ E-mail address:] 

[ was identified as retained legal counsel tor U.S. 
Senator ENSIGN and U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S congressional office. 



Through the transmitting E-mail dated 01/26/2010, I I 
I ~l further represented that the hard-drives of computers 

utilized by eleven (11) current/ former members of U.S. Senator 
ENSIGN'S staff have been imaged pursuant to a formal request by 
the United States Senate Ethics Committee. The eleven (11) 
current /former staffers were identified as follows: 


1) JOHN E. ENSIGN 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

8 ) 

9) 

10 ) 

11 ) 


A copy of the 01/26/ 2010 E-mail (with attached Excel 
spreadsheet) from I I is attached to this communication 

for placement into the siobstantive case-file. 


^ 002 , 3 , fir. 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Friday, January 29, 2010 4:39 PM 


rUSADC); 


FW: PLEASE USE THIS Updated List 
Attachments: Ensign Staff List (1 05 - 1 10).xls 


FYI - For our call on, Monday. 


.b6 per OGA/FBI 
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U.S. Department of Justice -Public Integrih/ Section 
1400 New York Avenue, N.W., Suite 12100 
Wnshin pton, D.C. 2000 5 
Office - 


Facsimile -202.514.3003 


From: 

Sen t: Tuesday. Janua ry 26. 2010 5:12 PM 

To: I 


Subject: FW: PLEASE USE THIS Updated List 


Attached as you requested is a list of Senator Ensign's current and former employees in his official offices from 
January 2005 to January 2010. As you will note, for each employee we included the job title, duty station and 
start and end dates of employment. 

Of the ninety employees on the attached list, the hard drives of the following are being imaged pursuant to the 
request of the Senate Ethics Committee: 

1. Senator John Ensign. 

2 | 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 
1 
1 


In addition, two servers are being imaged. 

I greatly appreciate your willingness to work with us in narrowing your document request. As I mentioned last 
week, searching the computers of all current and former employees from 2005 to the present would yield 
hundreds of thousands of documents. To expedite the production, please review the list of individuals whose 
hard drives are being imaged to determine if this list covers your needs. Once we reach agreement on the 
number of hard drives to be imaged, I suggest that we work on search terms. 

Again, thanks for your patience and understanding. Please call with any questions or comments or if I can assist 
you in any way. 


2/2/2010 





V 
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b6 per OGA 
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Locke Lord Bissel! & Liddell LLP 
2200 Ross aVventie, Suite 2200 
Dallas, Texas 7 5201 
I i Direct 

214-756-8104 Fax 


w ww.lockelord.com 

Atlanta, Austin, Chicago, Dallas, Houston, London, Los Angeles, New Orleans, New York, Sacramento, San 
Francisco, Washington DC 


2/2/2010 



Last Name 


First Name 


Title 



Duty Station Start Date [End Date 


1/9/2006 

12/21/2007 

1/3/2001 


2/12/2007 

9/30/2009 

1/9/2001 


6/30/2004 

4/21/2005 

4/16/2007 

7/15/2007 

1/7/2003 

4/18/2008 

1/3/2001 

1/1/2007 

5/8/2007 

11/6/2009 

1/17/2008 


1/29/2007 

1/19/2008 

4/23/2007 

12/31/2009 

9/14/2009 


1/25/2001 

1/16/2005 

8/21/2009 


10/14/2008 


9/4/2007 


6/5/2006 

8/2/2007 

8/22/2003 

2/10/2007 

11/3/2009 


1/1/2003 

1/9/2007 

7/23/2009 


1/16/2001 





12/1/2008 


6/2/2006 


6/16/2001 


5/9/2005 

3/10/2007 

2/23/2004 

1/30/2005 

2/14/2003 

10/7/2007 

1/5/2001 


11/8/2006 

5/2/2008 

712^12007 


2/28/2005 

4/11/2006 

3/9/2007 


2/1/2001 

1/8/2007 

1/30/2004 

6/18/2007 

2/20/2001 

5/1/2007 

10/1/2007 


8/11/2003 

4/28/2007 

1/3/2001 


1/3/2001 


1/12/2009 


5/1/2001 


8/8/2001 

1/16/2005 

7/6/2009 


1/3/2001 

9/15/2009 

1/11/2001 

1/15/2010 

3/2/2001 
































1 / 3/2001 

3 / 17/2003 

1111112006 

3 / 29/2004 

1 / 21/2009 

10 / 9/2007 

1 / 3/2001 

10 / 15/2007 

6 / 21/2004 


1 / 3/2001 


5 / 2/2006 


1 / 8/2007 


10 / 17/2008 


2 / 4/2008 


1 / 3/2001 


4 / 20/2005 


10 / 9/2007 


8 / 29/2002 


4 / 1/2007 


7 / 13/2009 


4 / 19/2005 


6 / 18/2008 


4 / 12/2005 


4 / 17/2007 


4 / 26/2007 


12 / 13/2004 


1 / 3/2001 


8 / 1/2007 


9 / 7/2004 

8 / 31/2009 

3 / 13/2006 

7 / 31/2009 


10 / 4/2008 


12 / 20/2006 


8 / 29/2007 


5 / 9/2007 
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12 / 8/2008 

9 / 8/2008 

1 / 29/2005 

5 / 24/2004 3 / 21/2008 

6 / 2/2003 

11 / 8/2005 1 / 8/2008 

2 / 20/2001 1 / 5/2009 

10 / 1/2009 

4 / 17/2006 

7 / 18/2006 11 / 30/2007 
1 / 21/2003 1 / 28/2005 

1 / 2/2008 

5 / 16/2006 12 / 19/2006 
























(Rev. 01-31-2003) 


FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Precedence : ROUTINE 

To: Washington Field 


Date: 02/02/2010 


From: Washington Field 

Squad CR- 15 / Northern Virginia Resident Agency 
Contact : SA I 

Approved By: 

Drafted By: 

Case ID #: 58C-WF-241033 Pending) 


Title: 



UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN E. ENSI 
UNITED STATES SENAT E (STATE OF NEVADA} 

FORMER SENATORIAL STAFF MEMBER; 
CORRUPTION FEDERAL PUBLIC OFFICIALS 


LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


Synopsis: To request assignment of SA [ 


Washington Field Division/Squad c; :r- 15. as co-case ag ent in 
captioned matter; and provide SA 


access to this "Restricted Access" investigation. 


J which full- 


b6 

b7C 


b7E 


Details: This communication requests SA^ 


] 


Washington Field Division/Squad CR-15, be assigned as co-case 
agent in captioned investigation; and such designation be 
appropriately reflected in Automated Case Support (ACS) system. 


investigation 
SUB GJ) . 


♦♦ 


f his communication also requests that SA^ 

be granted full-access to this "Restricted Access" 


b6 

b7C 


to include all sub- files (e.g. SUB 302; SUB MEDIA; 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Precedence : ROUTINE 

To : Las Vegas 

To: Washington Field 


Date: 02/24/2010 

Attn: SSA I 

Squad 13 

Attn: Draft Office 


From: Washington Field 

Squad CR-15 /yorthern Virginia Resident Aaencv 
Contact : SA 


Approved By: 


Drafted By: 




Case ID #: 58C-WF-241033 -^(Pending) 

Title: UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN E. ENSIGN, 

UNITED STATES SENAT E (STATE OF NEVADA) ; 



FORMER SENATORIAL STAFF MEMBER; 
CORRUPTION FEDERAL PUBLIC OFFICIALS 


LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


Synopsis: To req uest S AC/Las Vegas Division concurrence for SA 


b6 

b7C 

b7E 




and SA 


Washington Field 


Division, to travel to Las Vegas, Nevada between 03/08/2010 and 
03/12/2010 in support of captioned public corruption 
investigation . 


Administrative: Retelcal between Sa I H Washington 

Fie ld Division/Northern Virginia Resident Agency/Squad CR-15; and 
SSA I I Las Vegas Division/Squad 13; circa 

02/12/2010 regarding SAC approval for operational travel to Las 
Vegas, Nevada in support of captioned investigation. The purpose 
of anticipated travel is to complete multiple primary witness 
interviews . 


b7E 


b6 

b7C 


Details: The purpose of this com munication is to r equest SAC /La 

Vecfas Divis ion concurrence for SA I I and SA I 

I Washington Field Division/Northern Virginia Resident 


A * ^ c 


UNCLASSIFIED 




UNCLASSIFIED 


To: Las Vegas From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-241033, 02/24/2010 


Agency, to travel to Las Vegas, Nevada between 03/08/2010 and 
03/12/2010 in support of captioned public corruption 
investigation. 

Captioned investigation was initially predicated on 
information reported in the 10/02/2009 edition of the New York 
Times newspaper and forwarded to Washington Field Division by 
CITIZENS FOR RESPONSIBILITY AND ETHICS IN WASHINGTON (CREW) , a 
non-profit political watchdog group. 

For the way of background, U.S. Senator JOHN E. ENSIGN 
(R-NEVADA) is a sitting member of the United States Senate. U.S. 
Senator ENSIGN was first elected to the United States Senate in 
11/2000 and was re-elected to his second term circa 11/2006. 

U.S. Senator ENSIGN currently serves as a ranking member on 
several congressional committees and previously served as 
Chairman of the National Republican Senatorial Committee (NRSC) 
between 11/2006 and 11/2008. 


[ 


his role as, 
Senator ENSIGN' s[ 


.served as U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S 
IhPtwPf^n 1 1 /08/2006 an d 04/30/2008. 
I acted as U.S. 


In 


Jwas 


I More specifically, I 

responsible for overseeing U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S congressional 
staff, handling personnel matters, managing the operating budget, 
and addressing state-related issues. 


b6 
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On 06/16/2009, U.S. Senator ENSIGN publicly announced 
that he had engaged in an extramarital affair with an unnamed 
former campaign aide. This unnamed campaign aide was later 
publically identified as CYNTHIA L. HAMPTON. CYNTHIA HAMPTON 
simultaneously served as Treasurer of U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S 
senatorial re-election committee and leadership Political Action 
Committee (PAC) between 2007 and 2008. CYNTHIA HAMPTON was 
terminated from her position with U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S political 
committees in/about 04/2008. 


b6 

b7C 
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To: Las Vegas From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-241033, 02/24/2010 


b6 

b7C 


Captioned investigation addresses allegations that U.S. 
Senator ENSIGN conspired with HAMPTON to violate federal laws 
which restrict certain lobbying practices. It is specifically 
alleged that U.S. Senator ENSIGN utilized his official position 
to provide HAMPTON with a post-employment lobbying job at 
NOVEMBER INCORPORATED, arranged for HAMPTON to secure U.S. 

Senator ENSIGN'S political supporters as clients, and permitted 
HAMPTON to immediately lobby his senatorial office on behalf of 
those clients. U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S purportedly orchestrated 
this arrangement with HAMPTON in effort to remove HAMPTON and his 
spouse from his employment and mitigate any potential 
personal/professional fallout for engaging in an extramarital 
affair with HAMPTON'S spouse. 


It is further alleged that U.S. Senator ENSIGN may have 
violated applicable federal campaign finance laws by disguising a 
$96,000.00 severance payment to HAMPTON and his spouse as a "tax- 
free gift" in order to avoid publically disclosing the payment 
through mandatory filing with the U.S. Federal Elections 
Commission (FEC) . 


During the we ek of 03/08/2010, Sa|[ 


]and 


SA| I Washington Field Division, anticipate 

traveling to Las Vegas Division to conduct a series of primary 
witness interviews . It should be noted that Washington Field 
Division Special Agents will be accompanied by Trial Attorney 

[ United States Department of Justice /Crimi nal 
Divi sion/ Public Corruption Unit, telephone I I and 


AUSA 


United States Attorney ' s 


Office/District of Columbia, telephone! 


] As of the 


date of this communication, the following witness interviews have 
been scheduled and subsequently confirmed: 


b6 
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1) Monday, March 8, 2010: 

2:00 p . m . - Inter view with^ 


Russell Road , \ 

i Suite 208, Las Vegas, Nevada. 

] 

' 1 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

Las Vegas From: Washington Field 
58C-WF-241033, 02/24/2010 


2) Tuesday, March 9, 2010: 

\ 

9:00 a.m. - I>nterview with 





EL— 6226 


for NV ENERGir-INC 


West Sahara BoinLevar 


TED, 6226 


for NV ENERGY 






r\THE ROGICH 


COMMUNICATIONS GROUP, 3883 Howard Kiighes Par 
Suite 590, Las\yega^ Nevadan . 

Washington Field Division is also attempting to 
schedule additional witness interviews with the following 
individuals for the week of 03/08/2010 through 03/12/2010 


I CATIONS 


Avenue': nas v<egas 


5 East Sahara 


Road, Las '^gas, Nevada . 


IS \egas , Nevada . 


East Warn Springs 

“NX 

2SA EQUITY 


On 02/12/2010, SSa F I La s Vegas 

Division/ Squad 13 , was telephonically advised of SA I 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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To: Las Vegas From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-241033, 02/24/2010 


^nd SA I I anticipated travel to Las 

vegas Di vision to conduct numerous witness interviews. SSA 
~| subsequently provided Washington Field Division with 
verbal concurrence to travel for this purpose. 

I Washington Field Division will immediately notify SSA 

I Las Vegas Division/Squad 13, if /when additional witness 

interviews are confirmed; and/or other unexpected scheduling 
changes occur. 


It should be noted that Washington Field Division is 
not requesting operational assistance from Las Vegas Division at 
this time. However, Washington Field Division respectfully 
requests assistance in arranging for space (e.g. conference room) 
at FBI/Las Vegas Division's headquar ters which can be used to 
facilita te the witness interviews of [ 

I I on 03/09/2010 ( full- day) ; and 

(hal£-dky) . 


] on 03/10/2010 


Comp leted Travel Request Forms (FD-540) for SA | 

land SA are attached to this 

communication for processing by Washington Field Division/Draft 
Office . 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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To: Las Vegas From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-241033, 02/24/2010 


LEAD(s} : 

Set Lead 1: (Action) 

LAS VEGAS 


AT LAS VEGAS. NEVADA 


To requ est SA C/Las Vegas Division concurrence for SA 

^ ^ and SA I 1 Washington Field 

Di Vi s i on/ Northern Virginia Resident Agency, to travel to Las 
Vegas, Nevada from 03/08/2010 through 03/12/2010 in support of 
captioned public corruption investigation. 


It is also requested that Las Vegas Division make 
arrangements for SA | l and SA | 1 to 


1 


utilize appropriate space at FBI /Las Vegas DivisionJj 
hea dquarters to facilit ate witness interviews with1 

and I I on 03/09/2010 ( full- day) ; and 

on 03/10/2010 (half-day) . Other participants in these interviews 
will include Trial Attorney | | U.S. Depar tment of 

Justice/ Crimin al Division/ Public Integrity Section; AUSA[ ' 

United States Attor ney ' s Office/District of 

an attorne y with the I^ aw Offices 

will be 


] 


Columbia; andf i an attorney 

of Steptoe & Johnson LLP, Washington, D.C. L 


present as retained legal counsel for the interviewed parties . 


b6 
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Set Lead 2: (Info) 

WASHINGTON FIELD 

AT WASHINGTON. D.C. (DRAFT OFFICE) 

Read and clear. For informational purposes only. 


♦♦ 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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GiXy U'®- 2008-718-847 


FD-540 (Rev. (5-26-02) 


Date: 

Name of Traveler: 


Request No. 


^ ^ O -O j 


TRAVEL REQUEST FORM 

fiscal Year 'Ca Travel 


Field Office ID: 

Itinerary: Travel Period From: Oh 


Cost Cbde: 


1 f 


/ 07 /otOiQ to <33 / 


Squad/RA Code: 


FBIHQ Div^skmi. 
SSAN: 


" I b6 

-* hlC 


b7E 


Points of Travel From OJrQif 

To 


to 


A/v 


to 


File. Number: ^HiQS3 ^ 

Justification: IXST/ 


(A) Source of Travel Funds: (Select a catalog) 

. Division Budget 

(tf TRll SAC/Div. Operation/Management 

f ) TR12 SACVDiv. Operation/Management - Assist Another Office 

() TR13 SAC/Div. Meeting/Speecli/GETA Training 


General Budget 

( ) TR14 FBIHQ Regional Conference 

( ) TR15 FBIHQ Special ‘ ' - - xr . 

() TR16 FBIHQ Commercial Training ' Travel Authorization No.; 

( ) ' TR5 1 To/Frora Quantico FBI & Police Training 


(B) Puipose of Travel: 

(See reverse to select an item number and i nscri ption from a catalog) 

, 1 1 \ 

GtemNo.) ■ ■ (Description) 

( ) 1 - Domestic (Conus) 

'( ) 2 - 'Foreign ' 

( ) 3 - Non Foreign (0-Conus) 

Estimated 

CA:T DESC ' Expense 


Actual 

Expense 


TR 

TR 

TR 

TR 

TR 

TR 

TR 

TR 

TR 

TR 

TR 


1Y"^ Fare 
12 Train Fare 

21 Lodging 

22 M & IE 

31 P.O. A (Mileage) 

32 Miscellaneous 

35 Taxi 

36 Taxes (Lodging) 

37 Laundry 
4‘TSar Rental* 

Other - ( /4V2.oCi^7^n^t3oi; 




Total 


* The use of a rental vehicle is advantageous to tlie government because neither a Bucar or public transpirtation (bus, subway ( 
available and the total cost of using a taxi exceeds that of a rental car. 


Transportation paid by GTA No. 

Lodging paid by Purchase Order No. 

Field Office/FBIHQ Approval: 

Draft Approval Officer: 

Advance Document No. 

Date Cashier Initials: _ 

Document No. 

Pcicliipr TniHnlc;’ 


Advance Draft Number: 


Draft Number: 


Date: _ 

Date Obligated: 

Follow-up Date: 

Amount: 


b7E 



FP-540 (.Re.v. 6-26-02) 


Name of Traveler: 


Request No. 6533950 


TRAVEL REQUEST FORM 

Year Travel 


Field Office ID: 


Itinerary: ‘ Travel Period From: Q'h 
Points of Travel From 
To 


Cost Code: 

/Q7 / ptoto to <^'b> / cP'oto 


FBIHQ Diyisinn: 

ssanL 


SquadyG[lA Code: 


h6 

hlC 
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.tO_ 

to 


(^6^ /Jt/ 


File Number 


58c-cjF- 


Justification: Cc-3x^7~ 7::crTV>baL<o ^«»ArZ4V^ 


(A) Source of Travel Funds: (Select a catalog) 

Division Budget 

( TRl 1 SAC/DLv. OperationyManagement 

() TRl 2 SAC/Div. Operation/Management - Assist Another Office 

•( ) TRl 3 SAC/Div. Meeting/Speecli/GETA Training 


General Budget 

( ) TR14 FBIHQ Regional Conference 

( ) TR15 FBIHQ Special 

() TRld FBIHQ Commercial Training Travel Authorization No.: 

( ) TR51 To/Frora Quantico FBI & Police Training 


CAT 


TR 

TR 

TR 

TR 

TR 

TR 

TR 

TR 

TR 

TR 

TR 


(B) Purpose of Travel: 

(See reverse to select an item number arid description frpm a .catalog) , 


(Item No.) 

( ) 1 - Ddmestic (Conus) 

( ) 2 - Foreign 

( ) 3. - Non Foreign (0-Conus) 


DESC 


(Description) 


Estimated 

Expense 


lii^Air Fare 
12 Train Fare 
2d^odging { 5VjKf-«ts) 

22rM&IE 
31 P.O. A (Mileage) 
SSiMiscellaneous 
35 Taxi 

2i^axes (Lodging) 

37 Laundry 
41 Car Rental* 

Other - ( ) 

Total 


Actual 

Expense 


$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

S 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 


* The use of a rental vehicle is advantageous to tlie government because neither a Bucar or public transportation (bus, subway) is 
available and the total cost of using a taxi exceeds that of a rental car. 


Transportation paid by GTA No. 

Lodging paid by Purchase Order No. 

Field Office/FBIHQ Approval: 

Draft Approval Officer: 

Advance Document No. Advance Draft Number: 

Date Cashier Initials: 

Document No. ^ Draft Number: 

Date: Cashier Initials: 


Date: _ 

Date Obligated: 

Follow-up Date: 


Amount: ^ 


b7E 


Distribution: 


White Original - Submit with SF-1012 
Yellow Copy - Draft Request File 

Pint' Pnm/ - Pnnfml Filo 



» 


58C-WF-24 1033 -45 
03/01/2010 


On Tuesday, February 23, 2010,^pecial Agent (SA j 
Equity LL .C-('£2SA)^at r702'> 22^7497 in an effort to locate! 

5W. According to] pLNU ^st na me unknown i no 

tated she would forward a message tol to see whether 



Istated sh^ 

find[ 

1 


I contacted 

^br an 

o L6nger worked for P2SA. 
5r knew where to 


On Friday, Febru^ 26, 2010, attomeyl cell p hone 

number left a mes sage for SM | in reference to SA 

telephonically contacted f bn Monday. M arch 1, 2010. indicated 

that he repre sented P2SA . Ac cording td Ino/fonser w orked for P2SA, and 

provided SA| [with | [phone number | 

SA | contacted jn this date. [agreed to be interviewed on 

Thursday, March 1 1, 2010 at 9:00 a.m. The interview would take place at the FBI Las Vegas 
Field Office. 



I0&03-I't5 



5 8C-WF-:j>. 4in^^-.44 


L 


On 03/02/2010, 

telephoned Sa[ 

1 

1 Washington Field 

L Division/ Squad CR-15, at 
himself as a reporter for/ 

1 

lidentif ied 

"the NEW YORK 


TIMES newspaper and stated wanted to ask SA f 


questions regarding 


1 sa[ 


advi^feed 


tew 


that 


the FBI could not make any comment to the media and all inquiry's 
should be directed to FBI/Washington Field Division's media 
representative in Washington, D.C. 


Investigator's Note: 


is identified as a 


former employee for P2SA EQUITY LLC in Las Vegas, Nevada. On 


03/01/2010, SA [ 


Washington Field 


Division/ Squad CR-15, telephonically contacted Q 
I I for the purpose of scheduling a witness interview in 


] at 


furtherance of captioned investigation, 
agreed to meet with the FBI on 03/11/2010 at 9 
Vegas , Nevada . 


00 


subsequently 
a.m. in Las 


Approximately thir ty (30) minutes after speak ing 


with SA r I re-contacted SA , 

that he had just received a telephone call f rom f 


I and stated 
^TiNU, a 

reporter from the New York Times newspaper. I [ related that 

the reporter asked P I if he had been interviewed by the FBI 

regarding the investiaatig n into U.S. Senator JOHN E. ENSIGN and 

reportedly told the reporter that he 

then terminated the 


had not been interviewed by the FBI. 
call . 












58C-WF-2 41Q33^'4^ 
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On 02/01/2010, [ 


3 United 


States Department of Justice/Criminal Division/Public Integrity 
Section (DOJ/PIN) , made an informal E-mail request to Arthur E. 
Gary, Deputy Solicitor for the United States Department of. 

Tntpri n-r /p f f ice of Inspec tor General (DOI/OIG) ; telephone 

J E-mail address: I ~1 which sought the 


voluntary disclosure of the following documents: 


1) Any and all documents related to any contact made 

by U.S. Senator JOHN E. ENSIGN; or anyone from 
ENSIGN'S se natorial office, including but not 
limited to, I I to 

the Secretary of the United States Depar tment of 
Interi or (DOI) and his/her staff; and/or [ 

I | or anyone else from DOI's Government Affairs 

Office between 01/01/2008 and 12/31/2009. 

2) An y and all documents related to anv conta ct made 

by I L NOV EMBER 

INC.. I I 

I I and/or NV ENERGY INCORPORATED; and the 


a 


Secre tary of DOI and his/her staff; and/ or f I 

] or anyone else from DOI's Government Affairs 


Office between 01/01/2008 and 12/31/2009. 


to 02/25/2010, [ 


3 provided SA 


Washington Field Division/Squad CR-15, with a 

duplicate copy of one (1) Compact Disk (CD) containing 
miscellaneous documents previously provided to the United States 
Senate Ethics Committee by DOI in regard to this matter. 
Additional DOI documents may be provided to DOJ/PIN in the 
future . 


The received documents will be reviewed by Washington 
Field Division/Squad CR-15 in furtherance of captioned 
investigation. The received CD was filed in the SUB lA section 
of the substantive case-file for evidentiary purposes. 

A copy of DOJ/PIN' s E-mail dated 02/01/2010 to DOI/OIG 
which requested the aforementioned records is attached to this 
communication inclusion into the substantive case-file. 
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Subject: RE: Test email 


b5 per OGA/FBI 
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1. Any and all "documents" related to any contact made by U .S. Senator John Ensign, or anyone from his 

office incl uding but not limit ed to | to (1) the Secretary of Interior and their staff 

and/or (2 11 l or anyone else from the Government Affairs office between January 1, 2008 

and December 31, 2009. 

2. Any and all "documents" related to any contact made by any one or more of the fol lowing 

people/entities listed below to (1) the Secretary of Interior and their staff and/or (2) | or 

anyone else from the Government Affairs office between January 1, 2008 and December 31, 2009 and: 



g. NV Energy 

For purposes of this request, the term "documents" includes writings or records of every kind or 
character, conveying information by mechanical, electronic, photographic, or other means, whether 
encarded, taped, stored or coded electrostatically, electromagnetically, or otherwise. "Documents" 
includes but is not limited to correspondence, e-mail, notes, memoranda, minutes, summaries, 
telephone records, telephone message logs or slips, calendars, date books, interoffice 
communications, results of investigations, videotapes, audiotapes, microfiche, microfilm, any 
electronic media, and accounting and financial records of any kind (including checks (front and back), 
wire transfers, cash payments or receipts, and check requests). "Documents" refers to any record in 
the Office's possession, custody, or control, and "documents" includes all drafts or unfinished versions 
of documents. 

Please let me know if you need any additional information or clarification or require additional time to gather 
the requested materials. 



U.S. Department of Justice -Public Integrity Section 


2/2/2010 





1400 New York Avenue, N.W., Suite 12100 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
Office \ n 

Facsimile - 202.514.3003 
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Arthur E. Gary 
Deputy Solicitor 

U.S. DeDartment of the Interior 

I I 

(202) 208-5584 (Fax) 

This e-mail (including attachments) is intended for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. It may contain information 
that is privileged, confidential, or otherwise protected by applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified 
that any dissemination, distribution, copying, or use of this e-mail or Its contents is strictly prohibited. If you receive this e-mail in error, 
please notify the sender immediately and destroy all copies. Thank you. 


From: 

Sent: 

To: Gary, Art 
Subject: Test email 



Li.5. Department of justice -Public Integrity Section 
1400 New York Avenue, N.W,, Suite 12100 
Washington, D.C, 20005 
Office - \ I 


Facsimile - 202.514.3003 


2/2/2010 




Sa£l=jaE=241033 - 


1 


b6 per OGA/FBI 
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Enclosed for submission into the substantive case- file 
are copies of E-mail Preservation Letters [with corresponding 
facsimile cover- sheets] which were served on miscellaneous 
Internet Service Providers (ISP) in support of captioned 
investigation : 



Target E-mail Address 

Internet Service 
Provider 

Date of 
Preservation 
Letter 


Yahoo ! 

03/02/2010 


AT&T 

03/02/2010 


AOL 

03/02/2010 


AOL 

03/02/2010 


Cox 

Communications 

03/02/2010 


Google (G-Mail) 

03/02/2010 


All of the aforementioned Preservation Letters were 

served by | for the U.S. 

Department of Justice/ Criminal Division/Public Integrity Section, 
circa 03/02/2010 via facsimile. Each ISP was directed to 
preserve all data in their possession for the next ninety (90) 
days without providing notice to the respective account holder. 

It should be noted that the attached Preservation 
Letters are representative of the first ninety (90) extension 
request. Initial Preservation Letters were served on the 
aforementioned ISP's circa 12/2009. See 56C-WF-241033 Serial 14 
for additional details. 


00’75'a. ^ 



U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 



Washington, D C. 20530 


March 2, 2010 


By Fax 
Yahoo! Inc. 

Compliance Team 
701 First Avenue 
Sunnyvale' California 94089 


FAX: 408-349-7941 


Re: Preservation Request 

Dear Custodian of Records: 

The Department of Justice is conducting an on-going criminal investigation that involves 
a Yahoo user. As part ofthat on-going investigation and pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 2703(t), we are 
requesting that information currently in your possession related to the Yahoo e-mail address 
listed below be preserved pending the issuance of formal legal process. More specifically, we are 
requesting that you preserve all subscriber information, account contents (including all available 
e-mail in all folders) and my saved photos or other medial related to the following customer or 
subscriber: 


At this time, we are expecting to obtain forrhal legal process in the next 90 days. We 
acknowledge that if we do not serve legal process upon you in the next 90 days, and do not 
request a 90 day extension, the preserved information may no longer be available. 

If you have any questions co ncerning this request, please contact me as soon as possible. 
I can be reached at l 1 1 also request you provide written confirmation that 

Yahoo has taken appropriate measures to preserve this information, without notice to the 
account holder. You can s end such confirmation to my attention by e-mail to 

I or by fax to 202-5 14-3003. Thank you for your assistance with this 

matter. 


Sincerely. 


U.S. Department of Justice 





TRANSMISSION RKPOR"" 



(TUE) MAR 2 2010 16:46 
DOJ PUBLIC INTEGRITY 


DOCUMENT # 

TIME STORED 

TIME SENT 

DUBAT I ON 

PAGE (2) 

MODE 

RESULT 

4861573-639 

3. 2 16:39 

1 3. 2.16:40 

.34*' 

2 

ECM 

OK 


’ DESTINATION 

DST/TEL # 

914083497941 

914083497941 



IMPORTANT: This facsimile is intended only for the use of the individual or entiiy lo which it is addressed. It may 
contain infonnation that is privileged, conBdential, or oiherwise protected from disclosure under applicable law. If 
the reader of this tr^smission is not the intended recipient or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the 
transmission to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified tliat any dissemination, distribution, copying or use of 
this bUnsmi^sion or it's contents Is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please notify u$ 
by telephoning and return the original transmission to us ^ the address given below. 


FROM: 


U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division, Public integrity Section 
Bond Building, Room 12100 
1400 New York Ave„ NW 
Washington, DC 20005 


DATE; 

TO: 


FAX: 

■D Ar'CC. 


Fax No. 202/514-3003 

Voice No- 

March 2, 2010 

ATTN: Custodian of Records 
Yahoo! Inc. 

408-349-7941 


PIN-PBB 



I 

I 

I 


b6 per 
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I 

i 




.V 



U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 


\ 

V 


jT 



Washington, D,C. 20530 


March 2j 2010 

By Fax 
AT&T 

National Compliance Center i 

P.O.Box 24703 

West Palm Beach, FL 33416 . | 

ATTN: Custodian of Records 

VAX: 888-938-4715 f; 

i 

I. 

Re: Preservation Request |: 

i 

Dear Custodian of Records: | 

The Department of Justice is conducting an on-going criminal investigation that an 
AT&T user. As part of that on-going investigation and pursuant to 1 8 U.S.C. § 2703(f), we are 
requesting that information currently in your possession related to the AT&T e-mail address 
listed below be preserved penc^g the issuance of formal legal process. More specifically, we are = 

requesting tihat you preserve all subscriber information, account contents (including all available i. 

e-mail in all folders) and any saved photos or other medial related to the following customer or I 

subscriber: !. 

. [ 

b6 per OGA 

^ b7C 

At this time, we are expecting to obtain formal legal process in the next 90 days. We 
acknowledge that if we do not serve legal process upon you in the next 90 days, and do not i 

request a 90 day extension, the preserved information may no longer be available. j 

If you have any questions con cerning this request, please contact me as soon as possible. 

I can be reached at l 1 1 also request you provide written confirmation that 

AT&T has taken appropriate measures to preserve this information, without notice to the 
account bolder. You can s end such confirmation to my attention by e-mail to 

I I or by fax to 202-5 1 4-3 003 . Thank you for your assistance with this j 

matter. ' I- 


Sincerely. 


U.S. Department of Justice 




TRANSMISSION REPORT 


(TUE) MAR 2 2010 16:44 
POJ PUBLIC INTEGRITY 

DOCUMENT # I TIME STORED TIME SENT DURATION | PAGE <S) I MODE [ RESUlV 
4861578-641 3. 2 16:40 3. 2 16:43 30" 2 ECM OK 


DESTINATION 

- DST. TEL ff: 

918809304715 

918889384715 • 



IMPORTANT; This facsimile is intended only for the use of the individual or cnlily to which it is addressed, Ir may 
contain infonnarion that is privileged, confidemial, or oftherwise protected from disclosure under applicable law. Ff 
the rea^r of this tr^sinission Is not the iute^cd recipient or the employee or agent r^ponsiblc for delivering die 
cr^smjssion to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, copying or use of ■ 
this ttar^mi.SSion or \t$ contents is strictly prohibited, .If you have received this transmission in error> please notiiy us 
by telephoning and renirn ihc original transmission to us at ihe address given below. 


FROM: 



b6 per OGA 
b7C I 


DATE: 

TO: 

FAX: 

1£> A 


D-S. Department of .Justice 
Criminal Division, Public Integrity Section 
Bond Building, Room 12100 
1400 New York Ave„ NW 
Washington, DC 20005 


Fax No, 
Voice No. 


March 2, 2010 

ATTN: Custodian of Records 
AT&T 

888 - 938-4715 



PIN-PBB 



U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 




Washington, D.C. 20530 


March 2, 2010 

BvFax 

AOL,LLC 

Public Safely and Criminal Investigations Unit 

2200 Aolway 

Dulles, VA 201 66 

ATTN: Custodian of Records 

FAX: (703) 265-2208 


Re: Preservation Request 

Dear Custodian of Records: 

The Department of Justice is conducting an on-going criminal investigation that involves 
several AOL users. As part of that on-gomg investigation andpursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 2703(f), 
we are requesting that information currently in yoxir possession related to the AOL e-mail 
addresses listed below be preserved pending the issuance of formal legal process. More 
specifically, we are requesting that you preserve aU subscriber information, account contents 
(including all available e-mail in all folders) and any saved photos or other medial related to the 
following customer or subscriber: 


b6 per OGA 
b7C 


At this time, we are ejqpecting to obtain formal legal process in the next 90 days. We 
acknowledge that if we do not serve legal process upon you in the next 90 days, and do not 
request a 90 day extension, the preserved information may no longer be available. 


If you have any questions con cerning this request, please contact me as soon as possible. 


I can be reached at | 1 1 also request you provide written confirmation that 

AOL has taken appropriate measures to preserve this information, without notice to the 
account holder. You can s end such confirmation to my attention by e-mail to 

or by fax to 202-514-3003. Thank you for your assistance with this 


matter. 


Sincerely, 


U.S. Department of Justice 



TRANSMISSION REPORT 


(TUE) MAR 2 2010 15:40 
DOJ PUBLIC INTEGRITY 


DOCUMENT # 

TIME STORED 

TIME SENT 

DURATION 

PAGE (S) 

MODE 

RESULT 

4061573-638 

3. 2 16:39 

3. 2 16:40 

29" 

2 

ECM 

OK 


DESTINATION 

DST. TEL # 

917032552208 

917032652200 



IMPORTAl'tt : I his facsimile is intended only for the use of tlie individual or entify to which k is addressed. It may 
contain information tiiat is privileged, confidential, or otherwise protected from disclosure under applicable lav/. If " 
the reader of this transmission is not ihe intended recipient or the employee or agent responsible for delivering ihc 
ti^tsmission to the Intended reclpicnl, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, copying or use of 
this transmission or it's contents is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in en'or, please noiify us 
by telephoning an d return the ori^al transmission to us at the address given below. 


FROM: 


tf.S. Department of Justice 


Ci-iminal Division, Public Integrity Section 
Bond Building, Room 12100 
1400 New York Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 20005 


DATE: 

TO: 

FAX; 

PAr:i?c. 


Fax No- 
Voice No- 

March 2, 2030 

ATTN; Custodian of Records 
AOL, LLC 

703-265-2208 

. ,N 


FIN-PBB 






U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 



Washington, D.C 20530 


March 2, 2010 


By Fax and Mail 
CoxConmiviiiications, Inc. 

1400 Lake Hearn Drive 
Atlanta, GA 30319-1464 
ATTN: Records Custodian 
FAX: (404) 269-1898 

Re: Preservation Request 

Dear Custodian of Records: 


The Department of Justice is conducting an on-going criminal investigation that involves 
a Cox Communications user. As part of that on-going investigation and pursuant to 1 8 U.S.C. § 
2703(^, we are requesting that information currently in your possession related to the Cox 
Communications e-mail address listed below be preserved pending the issuance of formal legal 
process. More specifically, we are requesting that you preserve all subscriber information, 
account contents (including all available e-mail in all folders) and any saved photos or other 
medial related to the following custorner or subscriber: 


At this time, we are expecting to obtain formal legal process in the next 90 days. We 
acknowledge that if we do not serve legal process upon you in the next 90 days, and do not 
request a 90 day extension, the preserved information may no longer be available. 


If you hav e any questions con cerning this request, please contact me as soon as possible. 


I can be reached a1| 1 1 also request you provide written confirmation that Cox 

Communications has taken appropriate measures to preserve this information, without 

You can send such confirmation to my attention by e-mail to 
or by fax to 202-5 1 4-3003 . Thank you for your assistance with this 


matter. 


Sincerely. 


I 


1 

! 


1 


b6 per OGA 

b7c [: I 


U.S. Department of Justice 




•/ 1 . ■ 


s. . 3 . 


d- >- 


(TUE) MAR 2 2010 15:39 
DOJ PUBLIC INTEGRITY 


TRANSMISSION REPORT 


doc™ent # 

TIME STORED* 

TIME SENT 

DURATION 

PAGE (S) 

MODE 

RESULT 

4861578-637 

3. 2 16:33 

3. 2 16:38 1 

49" 

2 

G3 

OK . 


DESTINATION 

DST. TEL # 

9M042691898 

914042691898 



IMPORTANT: This facsimile is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to -uvliich it is addressed. It may 
contain information tliat is privilcgocl, confidential, or otherwise protected from disclosure under applicable law. If 
the reader of this transmission is not tlie intended recipient or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the 
tr^smission to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, copying or use of 
this TiansmissiOn or it's contents is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, ploaac notify us 
by telephoning and return the original transmission to us at the address given below. 


FROM: 


U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division, Fublic Integrity Sectioi 
Bond BuOding, Room 12100 
1400 Nevf York Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 20005 


Fax 1^0. 202/514-3003 

Voice No. 

DAXF: March 2, 2010 


TO: 


FAX: 


ATTN: Custodian of Records 

Cox Communications, Inc. 

404-269-1898 


b6 per OGA 
b7C 


PIN-PBB 






U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 



Washington, D.C. 205S0 


Marcli2, 2010 


By Fax 

Google (G-mail) 

1600 Amphitheatre Parkway 
Mountainview, CA 94043 
FAX: 650-649-2939 


Re: Preservation Request 

Dear Custodian of Records: 

The Department of Justice is conducting an on-going criminal investigation that involves 
a G-mail user. As part of that on-going investigation and pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 2703(:0> "we are 
requesting that information currently in your possession related to the G-mail e-mail address 
listed below be preserved pending the issuance of formal legal process. More specifically, we are 
.requesting that you preserve all subscriber information, account contents (including all available 
e-mail in all folders) and any saved photos or other medial related to the following customer or 
subscriber: 


At this time, we are expecting to obtain formal legal process in the next 90 days. We 
acknowledge that if we do not serve legal process upon you in the next 90 days, and do not 
request a 90 day extension, the preserved information may no longer be available. 


If you have any questions concerning this request, please contact me as soon as possible. 


I can be reached at I I also request you provide written confirmation that 

Google has taken appropriate measures to preserve this information, without notice to the 
aeconnt holder. You can s end such confirmation to my attention by e-mail to 

or by fax to 202-5 14-3003. Thank you for your assistance with this 


mauer. 


Sincerely, 


U.S. Department of Justice 



•M ^ 





TRANSMISSION RRPORT 




(TUE) MAR 2 2010 16:44 
DOJ PUBLIC INTEGRITV 


DOCUMENT # 

TIME STORED 

TIME SENT . 

DURATION 

PAGE (S) 

MODE 

RESULT 

4861578-640 

3. 2 16:40 

3. 2 16:42 

43" 

2 

KOM 

OK 


DESTINATION 

DS7. TEL # 

916506492939 

916506492939 



(VIPOJRTANT; This facsimile is inicnded only forthe use of ihe individual or entity to whichjt is addressed. It may 
contain info^anoa that Is privileged, confidential, or other^irisc protected from disclosure under applicable law. If 
the reader of this transmission Is i^the intended recipient or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the 
timsmissioii TO the intended recipient, you are hereby notified fliat any dissemination, distribution, copying or use of 
ts transmission or it's contents is strictly prohibited. If you have roocived this transmission in error, please nolify us 
py telephoning and return the qriginal transmission to us at the address given below. 


FROM: 

U.S. Depaiiment of Justice 
Criminal Division, Public Integrity Section 
Bond Building, Room 12100 
1400 New York Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 20005 

Fa* No. 202/514-3003 
Voice No, 

DATE: March 2, 2010 

ATTN; Custodiap of Records 
Google (&mail) 

FAX: 650-649-2939 i 

vl* 

■PA/^lTC!* T rr^^u^.7i y‘' .v 


b6 per 
b7C 

i 
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58C-WP-2 410,-^.-^ 


1 


b6 per OGA/FBI 
b7C I 


On 01/06/2010, I I United 

States Department of Justice/Criminal Division/Public Integrity 
Section, made an informal E-mail request to Calvin L. Scovel, 
Inspector General for the United States Department of 
Transportation/Office of Inspector General (DOT/OIG) , which 
sought the voluntary disclosure of the following documents : 


1 ) 


2 ) 


Any and all documents related to any contact made 
by U.S. Senator JOHN E. ENSIGN; or anyone from 

ENSIGN'S senatorial office, includina but not 

limited to, I 

1 to 

the Secretary of the United States Department of 
Transportation (DOT) and/or his/her staff between 
01/01/2008 and 12/31/2009. 

(S' 

Any and all documents 

related to any contact made 


byl 

1 NOVEMBER 


INC., 1 1 


and/or ALLEGIANT AIR 
and/or his/her staff 
12/31/2009 . 

LLC; and the Secretary of DOT 
between 01/01/2008 and 


On 01/20/2010, Robert S. Rivkin, General Counsel for 
DOT'S Office of the Secretary, 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE, 
Washington, D.C., positively responded to this request and 
provided investigators with approximately one hundred and forty- 
seven (147) pages of miscellaneous documents and/or E-mails. The 
received documents are currently being stored in the SUB lA 
section of the substantive case-file for evidentiary purposes. 

On 02/25/2010, Mr. Rivkin voluntarily provided 
investigators with approximately twenty- eight (28) pages of 
additional documents and/or E-mails which were considered 
responsive to the United States Department of Justice ' s original 
request for production. Included in this supplemental production 
were documents identifying the telephone extensions for the 

following current /former DOT emoloveas during tha dftsianatPd 

time-period; I | 


The aforementioned documents will be reviewed by 
Washington Field Division in furtherance of captioned 
investigation and filed in the SUB lA section of the substantive 
case-file for future reference. 

A copy of DOT'S cover- letter dated 02/25/2010 which 
transmitted the aforementioned documents is attached to this 





58C-WF-241033 


2 


communication for quick reference . 


US.Depc3rtment of GENERAL COUNSEL 1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 

TVansportafion Woshinglon, DC 20590 

Office of the Secretary 
of Transportation 


February 25, 2010' 


CONHUhmiAfc 


U.S. Department of Justice -Public Integrity Section 
1400 New York Avenue, N.W., Suite 12100 
Washington, D.C. 20005 


Pear l I 

Pursu&nt to our meeting of February 18, Heideh Shahmoradi conducted 
additional searches of electroriic documents written or received by Goverhment 
Affairs staff that could be responsive to your requests.. I attach the additional 
documents that were located. Ms. Shahmoradi’s correct DOT title is Supervisory , 
Special Assistant. ' 

Also, pursuant to your request, I attach documents showing’ the telephone 
extensions for Joyce Green, Simon Gros, Jana Murphy, Lynne Osmus, Tina Ro, 
David Wonnenberg and Ms. Shahmoradi. 


Yours since/ely, 



Attachments 



Page 1 of 1 


• • 



Subject: DOT Cover letter and Docs 

Attachments: Docs Provided By DOT -2-25-2010 - Ensign.pdf; Letter from DOT dtd 2-25-2010.pdf 



Attached are two files - one is the DOT cover letter and the other contains the documents 
attached to the cover letter foom DOT. These documents include the phone number 
information we discussed in our call this morning. 



U.S. Department of Justice -Public Integrity Section 
1400 New York Avenue, N.W., Suite 12100 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
Office- i ~| 

Facsimile - 202.514.3003 


3/22/2010 



58C-WF-24 1033 “ 


03/23/2010 


1 


date of birth 


I 


On March 18, 20 10, Special Agent 
Lexis N exis database fo r | 

..nunib er,J | The results are attachecjTlS^'mrt Ks date/ a 

Vehicles (DMV) photo was obtained through Specid^- Agent 
Vegas Division (see attached). 


conducted a search through the 


rhthi 

I social securit y 

TDeDaftin eirtof ]^Qtor 


Jof the FBf'i|Las 
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Automated Serial Permanent Charge -Out 
FD-5a (1-5-94) 

Date: 01/31/11 Time: 09:54 

Case ID: 58C-WF-241033 Serial: 49 
Description of Document: 


Type 

Date 

To 

From 

Topic 


FD302 

03/23/10 

WASHINGTON FIELD 
WASHINGTON FIELD 

I VOLUNTARILY PROVIDED ADDITIONAL INFORMAT 


Reason for Permanent Charge -Out: 


agent requested document be moved to subfile. 


Transferred to: 


b6 

b7C 


Case ID: 58C-WF-241033-302 Serial: 57 


Employee : 




I noted that an int erview of I I can be 

arranged in Las Vegas , Nevada through | [ office in the 

event the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) wishes to seek 
additional information regarding this matter. 

A copy of the received document is attached to this 
communication for inclusion into the substantive case-file. 

Case-agent Note : I I m ade an unsolicited 

telephone call to SA | | Washington Field 

Division/Sq uad CR-ls/ on 03/18/201 0 regarding this matter and 
referred SA I I See 58C-WF-241033 SUB 302 

Serial 10 for additional details . 
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REPLY TO IMcvaoa Office 


FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 
FROM 

Fax No, (702)384-9495 


DATE: 




flE: 


0\<:aVv 


yo. 



TO: 





NUMBER OF PAGES (including this page); 
MEMO: 
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The informotloti contatnfld in this ir^pnsmisshn is privileged and canfidcndal and in(cndcd/or tha use of (ho Individual or cntit}f named above. If 
the teoder of (Ills messaso is not (ho (ninndod addressee, the reader is hereby no (ijlcd that any dissemination, distribution or duplication of (his 
catnnujri icoilan ts Sirlclly prohibited, If you have received this cotnmunicaiion in error, plcose immediately notify 3« by telephone and return this 
(nmj/jujjfo/i to us at the above address by mail. 


r-AX NOMnr.Fn 




Automated Serial Permanent Charge -Out 
FD-5a (1-5-94) 


Date: 04/02/10 


Time: 12:07 


Case ID: 58C-WF-241033 Serial: 51 

Description of Document: 

Type : NEWS PAPE 
Date : 04/01/10 
To : WASHINGTON FIELD 
From : WASHINGTON FIELD 

Topic: JOHN ENSIGN FACES ETHICS COMPLAINT OVER APARTMENT RENT RATE 
Reason for Permanent Charge-Out: 

transfer to media 
Transferred to: 

Case ID: 58C-WF-241033 -MEDIA Serial: 54 
Employee : 


b6 

b7C 



f I 


• # 


Automated Serial Peirmanent Charge -Out 
FD-5a (1-5-94) 

Date: 04/02/10 Time: 12:08 


Case ID: 58C-WF-241033 Serial: 52 

Description of Document: 

Type : NEWSPAPE 
Date : 04/01/10 
To : WASHINGTON FIELD 
From : WASHINGTON FIELD 

Topic: I-TEAM: EMAIL TRAIL LEADS TO SENATOR ENSIGN'S OFFICE 
Reason for Permanent Charge-Out: 
transfer to media 


Transferred to: 


Case ID: 58C-WF-241033 -MEDIA Serial: 


Employee : 


55 


b6 

b7C 



Page 1 of 1 



b6 per OGA/FBI 
b7C 


From: 

Sent: Friday, April 02, 2010 4:27 PM 

To: I | (USADC) i I 

Subject: Proposed Search Terms C 

For our conference call next week, I went back to the list of proposed search terms, googled the 
names I don' t recognize and here's what I've found in order from the list: 



b5 per OGA/FBI 
b6 


ii.S. Department of Justice -Public Integrity Section 
1400 New York Avenue, N.W,, Suite 12100 
Washi ngton. D.C. 2000 5 
Office - I ~ 

Facsimile - 202.514.3003 


b6 per OGA 
b7C 


b6 per FBI 
b7C 


4/5/2010 







ifi£lzHE;i241033 


b6 per OGA/FBI 
b7C 





1 


Enclosed for submission into the substantive case- file 
is one (1) copy of an E-mail Preservation Letter [with 
corresponding facsimile cover- sheet] which was served on an 
Internet Service Provider (ISP) in support of captioned 
investigation : 


Target E-mail Address 

Internet Service 
Provider 

Date of 
Preservation 
Letter 



Google 

04/02/2010 



The aforementioned Pres ervation Letter was served by 

I I for the U.S. Department of 

Jus t ice/ Criminal Divi s ion/ Publ i c Integrity Section, circa 
04/02/2010 via facsimile. The designated ISP was directed to 
preserve all data in their possession for the next ninety (90) 
days without providing notice to the respective account holder. 




A/0l2JD\O 







U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 



Washington, D,C. 20530 


April 2, 2010 


By Fax 

Google (G-mail) 

1600 Amphitheatre Parkway 
Mountainview, CA 94043 
FAX; 650-649-2939 


Re: Preservation Request 

Dear Custodian of Records: 

The Department of Justice is conducting an on-going criminal investigation that involves 
a G-mail user. As part of that on-going investigation and pursuant to 1 8 U.S.C. § 2703(f), we are 
requesting that information currenily in your possession related to the G-mail e-mail address 
listed below be preserved pending the issuance of formal legal process. More specifically, we are 
requesting that you preserve all subscriber information, account contents (including all available 
e-mail in all folders) and any saved photos or other medial related to the following customer or 
subscriber: 


At fliis time, we are expecting to obtain formal legal process in the next 90 days. We 
acknowledge that if we do not serve legal process upon you in the next 90 days, and do not 
request a 90 day extension, the preserved information may no longer be available. 


If you have any questions con cerning this request, please contact me as soon as possible. 


1 can be reached at I |I also request you provide written confirmation that 

Google has taken appropriate measures to preserve this information, without notice to the 
acconntholder. Yoir can s end such confirmation to my attention by e-mail to 

or by fax to 202-514-3003. Thank you for your assistance with this 


matter. 


b6 per OGA 
b7C 


Sincerely, 


U.S. Department of Justice 




TRANSMISSION REPORT 




(FRI) APR 2 2010 11:51 
DO.I PURT.rc INTEGRITY 


[document # 

TIME STORED 

TIME 

SENT 

DURATION 

PACE (S) 

MODE 

RESULT 

14861578-792 

4. 2 1 1 :49 

4. 2 

11:49 

48" 

2 

ECM 

OK 


DESTINATION 

DST, TEL # 

916506492939 

916506499939 



FROM: 


b6 per OGA 
b7C ? 


Department of Justice 

Jjond Budding, Rootn 12100 
1400 New York Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 20005 


Fax No. 
Voice No. 


BATE: 

TO: 


202/514-300.^ 


April 2, 2010 

ATTN: Custodian of Records 
Google (G-mail) 


PIN'PBB 


FAX: 650/649-2939 


PACF„S:- 



















Automated Serial Permanent Charge -Out 
FD-5a (1-5-94) 

Date: 04/12/10 Time: 15:44 


Case ID: 58C-WF-241033 Serial: 55 

Description of Document: 

Type : NEWS PAPE 
Date : 04/04/10 
To : WASHINGTON FIELD 
From : WASHINGTON FIELD 

Topic: WHY SEN. ENSIGN SHOULD BE WORRIED ABOUT POSSIBLE INDICTMENT 
Reason for Permanent Charge -Out: 

uploaded to wrong file 
Transferred to: 


Case ID: 58C-WF-241033 -MEDIA 


Employee : 


Serial: 62 


b6 

b7C 



Automated Serial Permanent Charge -Out 
FD-5a (1-5-94) 


Date: 04/12/10 


Time: 10:47 


Case ID: 58C-WF-241033 Serial: 56 

Description of Document: 

Type : NEWS PAPE 
Date : 04/08/10 
To : WASHINGTON FIELD 
From : WASHINGTON FIELD 

Topic: ENSIGN FACES MORE PRESSURE TO QUIT 
Reason for Peormanent Charge-Out: 

uploaded to wrong file 
Transferred to: 

Case ID: 58C-WF-241033 -MEDIA Serial: 59 


Employee : 



,41033 - 5*1 


b6 per OGA/FBI 
b7C 


1 


Enclosed for submission into the substantive case-file 
are copies of E-mail Preservation Letters [with corresponding 
facsimile cover- sheets] which were served on miscellaneous 
Internet Service Providers (ISP) in support of captioned 
investigation : 


Target E-mail Addres 

s 

Internet Service 
Provider 

Date of 
Preservation 
Letter 



Cox 

Communi c a t i ons 

04/08/2010 


Google (G-Mail) 

04/08/2010 


Google (G-Mail) 

04/08/2010 


Google (G-Mail) 

04/08/2010 



All of the aforementioned Preserv ation Letters were 

for the U.S. 


]f? 

ibli' 


served by 

Department ot Justice/ Criminal Division/ Public Integrity Section, 
via facsimile. Each ISP was directed to preserve all data in 
their possession for the next ninety (90) days without providing 
notice to the respective account holder. 


j jrOO^^A. .'o 















U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 



Washington, D.C. 20530 


Aprils, 2010 


By Fax and Mail 
Cox Communications, Inc. 
1400 Lake Hearn Drive 

Atlanta,..GA..303.1.944.64 

ATTN: Records Custodian 
FAX: (404) 269-1898 


Re; Preservation Request 
Dear Custodian of Records: 

The Department of Justice is conducting an on-going criminal investigation that involves 
a Cox Communications user. As part of that on-going investigation and pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 
2703(f), we are requesting that information currently in your possession related to the Cox 
Communications e-mail address listed below he preserved pending the issuance of formal legal 
process. More specifically, we are requesting that you preserve all subscriber mformation, 
account contents (including all available e-mail in all folders) and any saved photos or other 
medial related to the following customer or subscriber: 


At this time, we are expecting to obtain formal legal process in the next 90 days. We 
acknowledge that if we do not serve legal process upon you in the next 90 daj'S, and do not 
request a 90 day extension, the preserved information may no longer be available. 


If you have any questions co ncerning this request, please contact me as soon as possible. 

-that-Cox- 


Communications has taken appropriate measures to preserve this mformation, without 
notice to the account holder . You can send such confirmation to my attention by e-mail to 
or by fax to 202-5 1 4-3003 . Thank you for your assistance with this 


matter. 


Sincerely, 


U.S. Department of Justice 





TRANSMISSION REPORT 




(THU) APR 8 2010 15:56 
nOJ PUBLIC INTEGRITY 


DOCUMENT # 

TIME STORED 

TIME 

SENT 

DURATION 

PAGE (S) 

MODE 

RESULT 

4861578-730 

4. 8 15:55 

4. 8 

15:65 

50" 

2 

G3 

OK 


DESTINATION 

DST. TEL # 

914042691898 

914042691898 



intended only for flic use of flie individual or entity to which it is addressed, it may 
the Sadlr confidential or otherwise protected from disclosure under applicable law. If ^ 

tr«,>n to responsible for dclivarina flic 

this rransmiccirt ' ' + ’tecipjent, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, copying or use of 

byTetep honine Md rem™ XT proWbiicd. Tf you have received this transmission in error, please notify us 

^ tetepnonins and return the or i ginal transmission to us at ifae address given below, 


FROM: 


U,S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division, Pubfic Integrity Section 
Bond Building, Room 12100 
1 400 New York Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 2000S 

Fax No. 202/514-3003 
Voice No. I I 

DATE: April 8, 2010 

TO: ATTN: Custodian of R7cords” 

Cox Communications, Inc. 

FAX: 404/269-1898 


PIN-PBB 


b6 per OGA 
b7C 


P A T’lrc 


/■« .« »ii. 1 ■* 







U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 


Y 


fC 


t* 




Washington, D.C. 20530 


April 8, 2010 


By Fax 

Google (G-mail) 

1 600 Araphitlieatre Parkway 

- - Momitainview, CA 94043... ■ - I 

FAX: 650-649-2939 | 

Re: Preservation Request 

Dear Custodian of Records: \ 

The Department of Justice is conducting an on-going criminal investigation that involves | 

G-mail users. As part of that on-going investigation and pursuant to 1 8 U.S.C. § 2703(f), we are I 

requesting that information currently in your possession related to the G-mail e-mail addresses | 

listed below be preserved pending the issuance of formal legal process. More specifically, we are 
requesting that you preserve all subscriber information, account contents (including all available [ 

e-mail in all folders) and any saved photos or other medial related to the following customers or j 

subscribers: 

b6 per OGA 

b7C j 


At this time, we are expecting to obtain formal legal process in the next 90 days. We 
acknowledge that if we do not serve legal process upon you in the next 90 days, and do not 
request a 90 day extension, the preserved information may no longer be available. 


I can be reached at 


1 also request you provide written confirmation that 


Google has taken appropriate measures to preserve this information, without notice to the 
account holder. You can s end such confirmation to my attention by e-mail to 
»r by fax to 202-514-3003. • Thank you for your assistance with this 


matter. 


Sincerely. 


U.S. Department of Justice 




TRANSJvtlSSlOW REPORT 


(THU) APR 8 2010 15:58 
DOJ PUBLIC INTEGRITY 


DOCUMENT # 

TIME STORED 

TIME 

SENT 

DURATION 

PAGE :S) 

MODE 

RESULT 

4861578-731 


4. 8 

15:57 

43" 

2 

ECM 

OK 


DESTINATION 

DST. TEL # 

916506492939 

916506492939 



r^nt^in '.r,^ f • J^is tacsimile >s intended only for the use of the individual or eniiiy to which it is addressed. It may 
iVi^’ privileged, confidential, or otherwise protected from disclosure under applicable law If 

transmktiA; ,l!?h “f ? IS not the intended recipient or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the 

Thi< Iran • ■ ° recipient, you are hereby notified (hat any dissemination, distribution, copying or use of 

by «.kpli»m.it a.i r«un ;he .rigtoal miMnlsslo. lo M atihe address pivpn ^ 


FROM: 


u.Jii. Departmont of Justice 
Criminal Division, Public Integrity Section 
Bond BuildLog, Room 12100 
1400 New York Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 20005 

Fax No. 202/514-3003 
Voice No, 

DAl’lC: April 8, 2010 

TO; ATTN: Custodian of Records 

Google (G-maiJ) 

FAX: 650/649-2939 


b 6 per OGA 
b> 7 C 


PIN^PBB 


I 

I 


i 























58C-WF-241033 - 56 


04/16/2010 


In an effort to locate and sc hedule an interview. 


Special Agent (SA) 


information coiicemini 

y 

=> 

date of birth,! 1 social security 


number. 

1 

[see attached)./ 

|was^a_form.er„ei 

jiploxc® of P2SA, DO J Trial 


Attorney 


had provided SA| 

Iwith a nhc 

>ne number fori j 

b6 



was unable to reachl 

on this number after several 

b7C 

attempt^. In'addition, Special AgentI 

bonducted a search through the Lexis 


Nexis database for| 

The first page of the results is also attached. 




DI06f, 




UNCLASSIFIED 


FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Precedence ; ROUTINE 
To : Las Vegas 

To: Washington Field 


Date: 04/20/2010 


Attn: SSA 

Squaa u 

Attn: Draft Office 


From: Washington Field 

Squad CR- 15 /Northern Virginia Resident Aaencv 

Contact : SA | 




Approved By: 

Drafted By: 

Case ID #: 58C-WF-241033 (Pending) 


b6 

b7C 




Title: UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN E. ENSIGN, 

_ UNITED STATES SENATE (STATE OF N EVADA) ; 


CORRUPTION FEDERAL PUBLIC OFFICIALS - LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


Synopsis: To recm est S AC /Las Veoas Division concurrence for SA 

l and SA I I Washington Field 

Division, to travel to Las Vegas, Nevada between 04/26/2010 and 
04/30/2010 in support of captioned piiblic corruption 
investigation . 




Administrative: E-mail exchange between SA 

1 


Washington Fie ld ni vi hi on /Northp.rn Virginia Resident Agency/Squad 
CR-15; and SSA | Las Vegas Division/Squad 13; 

circa 04/13/2010 and 04/16/210 regarding required SAC approval 
for operational travel to Las Vegas, Nevada. The purpose of the 
anticipated operational travel is to complete multiple primary 
witness interviews in furtherance of captioned public corruption 
investigation . 

Details: The purpose of this com munication is to r equest SAC/Las 

Vegas Division concurrence for SA | | and SA 


UNCLASSIFIED 


b6 

b7C 

b7E 


b7E 


b6 

b7C 


\ A . 




UNCLASSIFIED 


To: Las Vegas From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-241033, 04/20/2010 


I I Washington Field Division/Northern Virginia Resident 

Agency, to travel to Las Vegas, Nevada between 04/26/2010 and 
04/30/2010 in support of captioned public corruption 
investigation. 

Captioned investigation was initially predicated on 
information reported in the 10/02/2009 edition of the New York 
Times newspaper and forwarded to Washington Field Division by 
CITIZENS FOR RESPONSIBILITY AND ETHICS IN WASHINGTON (CREW) , a 
non-profit political watchdog group. 


For the way of background, U.S. Senator JOHN E. ENSIGN 
(R-NEVADA) is a sitting member of the United States Senate, U.S. 
Senator ENSIGN was first elected to the United States Senate in 
11/2000 and was re-elected to his second term circa 11/2006. 

U.S. Senator ENSIGN currently serves as a ranking member on 
several congressional committees and previously served as 
Chairman of the National Republican Senatorial Committee (NRSC) 
between 11/2006 and 11/2008. 


his role as , 

Senator ENSIGN ' s f 


served as U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S 
I between 11/08/2006 an d 04/30/2008. In 

I acted as U.S. 


] 


More specif ically, L 


was 


responsible for overseeing U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S congressional 
staff, handling personnel matters, managing the operating budget, 
and addressing state-related issues. 


b6 

b7C 


On 06/16/2009, U.S. Senator ENSIGN publicly announced 
that he had engaged in an extramarital affair with an unnamed 
former campaign aide. I I 


1 of U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S 

senatorial re-election committee and le adership Political Acti on 
Committee (PAC) between 2007 and 2008. | 

Iwith U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S political 



b6 

b7C 


UNCLASSIFIED 


2 





UNCLASSIFIED 


To: Las Vegas From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-241033, 04/20/2010 


Captioned investiga tion addr esses allegations that U.S. 


Senator ENSIGN conspired with 


to violate federal laws 


which restrict certain lobbying practices. It is specifically 
alleged th at U.S. Senator ENSIGN utilized h is official position 
to provide I tLp bbyina j ob at 


b6 

b7C 


to secure U.S. 


NOVEMBER INCORPORATED, arranged for 
Senator ENSIGN'S political supporters as clients, and permitted 
I | to immediately lobby his senatorial office on behalf of 

those clients. U.S. Senator E NSIGN'S purp nrtp.dTv orchestrated 


this ar rangement with |~ ~| in effort to 

I from his employment and mitigate any potential 


personal/pr ofessional fallout for engaging in an extramarital 
affair with I I 

It is further alleged that U.S. Senator ENSIGN may have 
violated applicable federal ca mpaicfn finance laws by di sguising a 
$96,000.00 severance payment toj | as a "tax- 

free gift" in order to avoid publically disclosing tbe payment 
through mandatory filing with the U.S. Federal Elections 
Commission (FEC) . 


SA 


Durincr the week of 04/26/2010, SA 


and 


^ Washington Field Division, anticipate 

traveling to Las Vegas Division to conduct a series of primary 
witness interviews . It should be noted that Washington Field 
Division Special Agents will be accompanied by Trial Attorney 

United States Department of Justice/Crimi nal 

Divi sion/Public Corruptio n Unit, telephone I land 


b6 

b7C 


AUSA I I United States Attorney ' s 

Office/District of Columbia, telephone I 


] As of the 


date of this communication, the following witness interviews have 
been scheduled and subsequently confirmed: 

1) Tuesday, April 27, 2010: 


11 • on am - ot«T with 


for SWITCH COMMUNICATIONS GROUP 


b6 

b7C 


LLC, 7135 South Decatur Boulevard, Las Vegas, 


UNCLASSIFIED 


3 







I 


UNCLASSIFIED 


To: Las Vegas From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-241033, 04/20/2010 


Nevada . 


Interview will occur at 


place of 


business and | | will be accompanied by SWITCH 

COMMUNICATIONS GROUP LLC's General Counsel. 


2) Wednesday, April 28, 2010: 


1:00 p.m. - Interview withf 


/k/c[ 


Jfor P2SA EQUITY 


LLC, 10777 West Twain Avenue, Suite 115, Las Vegas, 
Nevada. Interview with occur at The Law Offices of 
Robert L. Langford & Associates LLP, 616 So uth 


Eighth Street, Las Vegas, Nevada and 

accompanied by her retained legal counsel . 


will be 


'1:30 n .TTi - TntFirvip.w with I . I 

I for eCOMMLINK, 319 East Warm 

Springs Road, Suite 100, Las Vegas, Nevada. 

Interview with occur at FBI/Las Vegas Division and 
I will be accompanied by his retained legal 

counsel . 


b6 

b7C 


3) Thursday April 29, 2010: 

1:30 D . m . - Inter view with | 

I I r&R partners INCORPORATED'S 

Government Affairs Division, 900 South Pavilion 
Center Drive, Las Vegas, Nevada. T ritp.rvi ew will 
occur at FBI/Las Vegas Division and I IwilT be 

accompanied by R&R PARTNERS INCORPORATED ' s General 
Counsel . 

4 ‘ 30 n ■ TTI - Tnl-f^-rvipw wi bh I | 

|of R&R 

PARTNERS INCORPORATED'S Government Affairs Division, 
900 South Pavilion Center Drive, Las Vegas, Nevada 
Las Vegas, Nevada. Interview will occur at FBI/Las 
Vegas Division and I H will be accompanied 

by R&R PARTNERS INCORPORATED'S General Counsel. 

Washington Field Division is also attempting to 
schedule additional witness interview (s) with the following 
individual ( s ) for the week of 04/26/2010 through 04/30/2010: 

1) 1 ~] for P2SA EQUITY 

LLC, 10777 West Twain Avenue, Suite 115, Las Vegas, 
Nevada. Should confirmation of this interview not 


b6 

b7C 


b6 

b7C 


UNCLASSIFIED 


4 




UNCLASSIFIED 



To; Las Vegas From: Washington Field 
Re: 58C-WF-241033, 04/20/2010 


occur, SA 


and SA 


anticipate 


conducting a "Knock and tal k” interview withf 
at his residence located at 
Vegas , Nevada . 


Las 


It should also be noted that Washington Field Division 

anticinatp.q Rfa-rvincr a n-rariH .Titta/ on i-hta 


Las Vegas, Nevada on/about 04/27/2010. 


On 04/13/2010, SSA 


Las Vegas 


J and SA 


Division/Squad 13, wa s advised of SA I 

I I antici pated travel to Las Vegas Division. 

On 04/16/2010, SSA provided Washington Field Division 

with concurrence to travel for operational purposes . 


Washington Field Division will immediately notify SSA 

Las Vegas Division/ Squad 13, if /when additional witness 
interviews are confirmed; and/or other unexpected scheduling 
changes occur. 


b6 

b7C 


b3 


b6 

b7C 


Washington Field Division is not requesting operational 
assistance from FBI/Las Vegas Division at this time. However, 
Washington Field Division respectfully requests assistance in 
arranging for space (e.g. conference room) at FBI/Las Vegas 
Division's headquarte rs which can be us ed to facilitate the 
witness intervie ws of I Icirca 04/28/2 010 


[afternoon] ; and f 
04/29/2010 [afternoon/ evening] . 


circa 


b6 


Comp I 

Leted Travel Request Forms (FD-540) for SA I 

and SA 

are attached to this 

communication J 

cor processing by Washington Field Division/Draft 


Office . 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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UNCLASSIFIED 



To: Las Vegas From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-241033, 04/20/2010 


LEAD(s) : 

Set Lead 1: (Action) 

LAS VEGAS 


AT LAS VEGAS. NEVADA 


[ 


]and SA 


To requ est SAC/Tiss Veass Divisinn, concurrence for SA 

Washington Field 


Division/Northern Virginia Resident Agency, to travel to Las 
Vegas, Nevada from 04/26/2010 through 04/30/2010 in support of 
captioned public corruption investigation. 

It is als o requested that L as Veg as Division make 


arrangements for SA 


i 


and SA 


utilize appropriate space at FBI/Las Vegas Divisio n' s 
headquart ers to facilitate witness inter views with I 
Ion 04/28/2010 [afternoon] ; and I 

Jon 04/29/2010 [afternoon/ evening] . Other 


participants in t hese interviews will include Trial Attorney 

] U.S. Department of Ju stice /Criminal 


Division/ Public Integrity Section; AUSA 

United States Attorney's Office/District of Columbia; and 
retained legal counsel for each of the interviewed parties. 


Jto 


b6 

b7C 


Set Lead 2 : (Info) 

WASHINGTON FIELD 

AT WASHINGTON. D.C. (DRAFT OFFICE) 

Read and clear. For informational purposes only. 


♦♦ 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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Date: 05/03/10 


Time: 16:30 


Automated Serial Permanent Charge -Out 
FD-5a (1-5-94) 


Case ID: 58C-WF-241033 Serial: 61 

Description of Document: 

Type : EC 
Date : 04/12/10 
To : WASHINGTON FIELD 
From : WA SHINGTON FIEL D 
Topic : lA 


[RESPONDED TO A REQUEST FROM SA 

Reason for Permanent Charge-Out: 

ia put to wrong file, agent requested intel sub file 


Transferred to: 


Case ID: 58C-WF-241033 -INTEL Serial: 2 


Employee : 


b6 

b7C 



(Rev. 01-31-2003) 




• • 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Precedence : ROUTINE 

To: Washington Field 


Date: 04/23/2010 


From: Washington Field 

Squad PP-1 '=:/^.Tp^r^'ha^rr^ Vi T-rr-i T-i-i a PogTrlont- 

Contact : SA 


Approved By: 
Drafted By: 





Case ID #: 58C-WF-241033 (Pending) 

58C-WF-241033 SUB INTEL (Pending- 

Title: UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN E. ENSIGN, 

UNITED STATES SENATE (STATE OF NEVADA) ; 





CORRUPTION FEDERAL PUBLIC OFFICIALS - LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 1=7E 


Synopsis: To request opening of Sub-File within substantive 

case-file . 


b7E 


Details: The purpose of this communication is to request the 

opening of the following Sub-file (s) within the substantive case- 
file : 

1) SUB INTEL - This sub- file will be used as the 
primary repository for all analytical and intelligence-related 
workproducts compiled by Investigative Analysts (AI's) in 
furtherance of this public corruption investigation. 


♦♦ 


\ol\Sdl. 



UNCLASSIFIED 


(Rev. 05-01-2008) 


FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Precedence: ROUTINE Date: 05/07/2010 

To: Houston Attn: SSA 

To: Washington Field Attn: Draft Office 

From: Washington Field 

Squad rP-1 ■=;/TsTr.yl-Vn=.T-n Vi-rrfin-ia Pog-i Honi- arronn-'r 

Contact : SA 

Approved By: 

Drafted By: 

Case ID #: 58C-WF-241033 Q3(Pending) 


b6 

b7C 


Title: UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN E. ENSIGN, 

UNITED STATES SENATE (STATE OF NEVADA ) ; 


CORRUPTION FRDERAT. PTTRT.TC OFFTr’TAT,.q - LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


.ctyTirtr^g-i a • 


Tn rpimp , s t SAC/Houston Division concurrence for SA 

Washington Field Division, to travel to the 


Houston Division from 05/11/2010 to 05/12/2010 in support of 
captioned public corruption investigation. 



Administrative: E-mail exchange between SA | | 

Washington Fie ld Division/North ern Virginia Resident Agency/ Squad 
CR-15; and SSA | on 05/07/2010 regarding required 

SAC approval for operational travel to Houston. The purpose of 
the anticipated operational travel is to complete a primary 
witness interview in furtherance of captioned public corruption 
investigation. 


Details: Captioned investigation was initially predicated on 

information reported in the 10/02/2009 edition of the New York 
Times newspaper and forwarded to Washington Field Division by 
CITIZENS FOR RESPONSIBILITY AND ETHICS IN WASHINGTON (CREW) , a 
non-profit political watchdog group. 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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To: Houston From: Washington Field 
Re: 58C-WF-241033, 05/07/2010 


For the way of background, U.S. Senator JOHN E. ENSIGN 
(R-NEVADA) is a sitting member of the United States Senate. U.S. 
Senator ENSIGN was first elected to the United States Senate in 
11/2000 and was re-elected to his second term circa 11/2006. 

U.S. Senator ENSIGN currently serves as a ranking member on 
several congressional committees and previously served as 
Chairman of the National Republican Senatorial Committee (NRSC) 
between 11/2006 and 11/2008. 


I ' served as U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S 

I Ibetween 11/08/2006 an d 04/30/2008. In 


his role as 



lac ted as U.S. 



SS2SIQ 



b6 

1 



1 More specifically, was 

b7C 


responsible for overseeing U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S congressional 
staff, handling personnel matters, managing the operating budget, 
and addressing state-related issues. 


On 06/16/2009, U.S. Senator ENSIGN publicly announced 

that he had engaged in an c^xt-rama-ri l-.al affai-r wi Mi an nnnnmc^H 

former campaign aide. I ]_ 


1 1 

I of U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S 

senatorial re-election committee and le adership Political Ac tion 
Committee (PAC) hatwf^g^n 2007 an<^ 2008. I I 

I with U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S political 


b6 

b7C 


b6 

b7C 


Captioned investigat i nn addresses allegations that U.S. 
Senator ENSIGN conspired with to violate federal laws 


b6 

b7C 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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To: Houston From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-241033, 05/07/2010 


which restrict certain lobbying practices. It is specifically 
alleged th at U.S. Senator ENSIGN utilized his offic ial position 
to provide I M ob at 

NOVEMBER INCORPORATED, arranged for i I to secure U.S. 

Senator ENSIGN ' s political supporters as clients, and permitted 
I | to immediately lobby his senatorial office on behalf of 

tnose clients. U.S. Sena±:o 2 :L_ENSIGN' s purportedly orchestrated 
this ar rangement with ^in effort to remove | 

I ~| from his employmerrE~~ana mitigate any potential 

personal /pr ofessional fallout for engaging in an extramarital 
affair with! I 


It is further alleged that U.S. Senator ENSIGN may have 
violated applicable federal cam paign finance laws by di sguising a 
$96,000.00 severance payment to I l as a "tax- 

free gift" in order to avoid publically disclosing the payment 
through mandatory filing with the U.S. Federal Elections 
Commission (FEC) . 


b6 

b7C 


On 05/0 6/2010, SSA 

was advised of SA | 

Houston Division. On 05/07/2010, 


ssjy 


~l ant-.-i 


Houston Division, 
ipated travel to the 
provided Washington 


Field Division with concurrence to travel for operational 
purposes. The interview is scheduled to take place on 05/12/2010 
at 1:00 p . m . , at Hmiaton Division f-jpld nffinp>. Tb<=> 

witne 


c; c; I 

Jwl 


s name is 


E 


will be repr esented bv at torney | 

corporate attorney I I might also possibly partic ipate 

with the interview. Department of Justice Trial Attorney^ 
will participate in the interview with SA 


I 


Washington Field Division is not requesting operational 
assistance from FBI Houston at this time. However, Washington 
Field Division respectfully requests assistance in arranging for 
space (e.g. conference room) at Houston's headquarters which can 
be used to facilitate the witness interview. 


Completed Travel Request Forms (FD-540) SA | | 

I are attached to this communication for processing by 
Washington Field Division/Draft Office. Writer has requested 
approval of a rental car due to the need for transportation 

between the hotel, the Houston Division, and the airport^, 

Transportation will also be required for Trial Attorney I I 

from the Houston Division to the airport. 


b6 

b7C 


b6 
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To: Houston From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-241033, 05/07/2010 


LEAD(s) : 

Set Lead 1: (Action) 

HOUSTON 

HOUSTON. TEXAS 

To recnaest SAC/Las Vegas Division concurrence for SA 

I I Washington Field Division/Northern Virginia 

Resident Agency, to travel to Houston from 05/11/2010 to 
05/12/2010 in support of captioned public corruption 
investigation. 


Set Lead 2 : (Info) 

WASHINGTON FIELD 

AT WASHINGTON. D.C. (DRAFT OFFICE) 

Read and clear. For informational purposes only. 


b6 
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♦♦ 
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58C-W-241033 


05/02/2010 



On March 29, 201 0, at approximately 8:30 a.m., F BI Special Agentsf 
lattempted to locate and interview^ 


]Las,3fe- gasJ:i dyada..89J49.. Upon yrival at the residen ce. Agents! 


who 


spoke With the current owner,| da tife of birth, 

indicated ^ at he had purchased the residence a pproximately ei^t months ago firoml 

] presently resides at this l ocation with i The purchas e was a bank ow ned 


b6 

b7C 


foreclosure . Prior to the sale | lhad lea sed out part of the property to 

still received mail for | ^this addrp s. but had never mS 


did not know of the current whereabouts of 


Sometime afler[ 


Jmoved in to the residence, a man who was driving a RV 


After a while£ 


camper parked in front of the property alon^^ 

to confront the man about him being on the property. The unidentified man informed[ 


that he had a lease with the former owner, which permitted him to park on the property. 

advised the man that he was the current owner, and the old lease expired when 
purchased the property. Afterwards , the man in the RV left the premises, and 


be 

b7C 




pas not seen him since. 

and did not know if this person wai 


lhad no further information concerning this person. 


Copies of 


criminal history arid driver's license information are attached. 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Precedence : ROUTINE 

To : Tampa 

To : New York 

To: Washington Field 


Date: 05/10/2010 


Attn: SSRa[ 


] 


Pinellas Resident Agency 


Attn: SA 

SA 


White Plains Resident Agency 
Attn: Draft Office 


From: Washington Field 

Squad CR- 15 / Northern Virginia Resident Aaencv 
Contact : SA 



Approved By: 

Drafted By: 

Case ID #: 58C-WF-241033 (Pending) 

(Pending 55*7 



b7E 


Title: UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN E. ENSIGN, 

_ UNITED STATES SENATE (STATE OF N EVADA ) ; 


CORRUPTION FEDERAL PUBLIC OFFICIALS - LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


Synopsis: T o rec^est SAC/Tampa Division concurrence for Sa I 

I I Washington Field Division/Northern Virginia Resident 

Agency, to travel to Clearwater, Florida between 05/12/2010 and 
05/13/2010 in support of captioned public corruption 
investigation . 


b6 

b7C 
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Administrative: ReTelCal between SA [ 

T7i4 ^ 1 ttJ : ! -r-i— ! , 


^ Washington 


Fiel d Division/Northern V irginia Resident Agency/ Squad CR-15; and 
SSRA I I Tampa Division/Pinellas Resident Agency 

circa 05/10/2010 regarding SAC approval for operat ional travel to 
Clearwater, Florida. The purpose of SA| 


b6 

b7C 


travel is to 


UNCLASSIFIED 


\C>»30A.C.^ 



UNCLASSIFIED 


To: Tampa From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-241033, 05/10/2010 


conduct a proffered witness interview in furtherance of captioned 
pioblic corruption investigation. 


ReTelCal between SA 


3 Washington Field 


Division/Northern Virgi nia Resident Agency/Squad CR-15; and SA 


f I New York Divisi on; circa 05/10/2010 

regarding the anticipated interview of 
subject in 281A-NY-294835 . 


a main 


Details: The purpose of this communi cation is to reque st 

SAC/Tampa Division concurrence for SA | L 

Washington Field Division/Northern Virginia Resident Agency, to 
travel to Clearwater, Florida between 05/12/2010 and 05/13/2010 
in support of captioned public corruption investigation. 


Captioned investigation was initially predicated on 
infoimation reported in the 10/02/2009 edition of the New York 
Times newspaper and forwarded to Washington Field Division by 
CITIZENS FOR RESPONSIBILITY AND ETHICS IN WASHINGTON (CREW) , a 
non-profit political watchdog group. 


For the way of background, U.S. Senator JOHN E. ENSIGN 
(R-NEVADA) is a sitting member of the United States Senate. U.S. 
Senator ENSIGN was first elected to the United States Senate in 
11/2000 and was re-elected to his second term circa 11/2006. 

U.S. Senator ENSIGN currently serves as a ranking member on 
several congressional committees and previously served as 
Chairman of the National Republican Senatorial Committee (NRSC) 
between 11/2006 and 11/2008. 


[ 


his role as , 
Senator ENSIGN'S f 


J served as U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S 

Ihp.twf^p.n 1l/n»/2nnfi 04/30/2008. In 

I acted as U.S. 


3 More specifically, [ 


] 


was 


responsible for overseeing U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S congressional 
staff, handling personnel matters, managing the operating budget, 
and addressing state-related issues. 


On 06/16/2009, U.S. Senator ENSIGN publicly announced 
that he had engaged in an tavt-rama-ri ta1 affai-r tatH hh an 
former campaign aide. 


I ^ I of U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S 

senatorial re-election committee and le adership Political Ac tion 
Committee (PAC) between 2007 and 2008. | | 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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Tampa From: Washington Field 
58C-WF-241033, 05/10/2010 



with U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S political 



Captioned investigat ion addr esses allegations that U.S. 
Senator ENSIGN conspired with I ~| to violate the one-year 

lobbying ban imposed on former senatorial staffers . It is 

specifically alleged that U.S .qianahi-iT~ Trig 

official position to provide 

lobbying job at NOVEMBER INCORPORATED ; arranged for I I to 

secure U. S. Senato r ENSIGN'S political supporters as clients; and 
permitted to immediately lobby his senatorial office on 

behalf of those clients. U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S p urportedly 

orchest rated this arrangement in effort to remove 

I from his employment and per mit HAMPTON to maintain an 
income which would equal or exceed I I federal salary as a 

high-level staffer. U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S purported motivation 
for this scheme was to mitigate any personal, professional, and 
political fallout for engaging in an extramarital affair with 


It is further alleged that U.S. Senator ENSIGN may have 
violated applicable federal campaig n finance laws b y disguising a 
$96,000.00 severance payment to the I ' a "tax-free 

gift" in order to avoid publically disclosing the payment through 
mandatory filing with the U.S. Federal Elections Commission 
(FEC) . 

On 12/16/2009, [Protect Identity] was 

arrested in Las Vegas, N^ada by FBI/New York Division in 281A- 
NY-294835 and charged numerous federal offenses relate d to 
Internet Gambling, Fraud, and Money Laundering. I I has 


UNCLASSIFIED 


3 




UNCLASSIFIED 



circumstances related to captioned matter. Otj 

this interview will include Trial Attorney 

United States Department o f Justice /Criminal D: 

Corruption Unit, telephone 

a New York criminal attorney representing 

For the information of Tampa Divisipi 
identified as follows-*- — ~ — t~ 


Name: 

DOB: 

FBI No: 
SID No: 
Sex: 

Race : 
Height : 
Weight : 
SSAN: 
Address : 

Home Tel ; 


articioants in 









UNCLASSIFIED 


To: Tampa From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-241033, 05/10/2010 


SA 


conduct an interview with [ 


ant i c ipated t rave 1 to f 


SSRA 


to 


subsequently 


provided Washington Field Division with verbal concurrence to 
travel to Tampa Division's territory for this purpose. 


It should be noted that Washington Field Division is 
not requesting operational assistance from Tampa Division at this 
time . 


^ completed Travel Request Form (FD-540) for SA | 

I is attached to this communication for processing by 

Washington Field Division/Draft Office. 
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UNCLASSIFIED 


To: Tampa From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-241033, 05/10/2010 


LEAD(s) : 

Set Lead 1: (Action) 

TAMPA 

AT PINELLAS RESIDENT AGENCY 


JFo request SAC/Tampa Division concurrence for SA | 

I L Washingt on Field Division/Nor thern Virginia Resident 

Agency, to travel to I I from 05/12/2010 through 

05/13/2010 in support of captioned public corruption 
investigation . 


Set Lead 2: (Info) 

NEW YORK 

AT WHITE PLAINS RESIDENT AGENCY 

Read and clear. For informational purposes only. 

Set Lead 3: (Info) 

WASHINGTON FIELD 

AT WASHINGTON. D.C. (DRAFT OFFICE) 

Read and clear. For informational purposes only. 


♦♦ 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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1 


On May 12, ^010. Special Agent! 


•while 


Vece/ved th e attached criminal 

social security number. 


interview conducted with 


,date of birthi 

ocated at ^e FBI Houston Division. The qpery was conducted prior toThd' 

I I • _ _ _ . 1 .1 • 


bn this same date. 
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lu 


bM'll.i 


l ^)6 
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Enclosed for submission into the substantive case- file 
are copies of E-mail Preservation Letter (s) [with corresponding 
facsimile cover-sheets] which were served on miscellaneous 
Internet Service Providers (ISP) in support of captioned 
investigation : 


Target E-mail Address 

Internet Service 
Provider 

Date of 
Preservation 
Letter 

1 

Cox 

Communications 

06/03/2010 

L. 


The aforementioned Pres ervation Letter was served by 

for the U.S. Department of 


justice/ criminal Division/ Public Integrity Section, via 
facsimile. This ISP was directed to preserve all data in their 
possession for the next ninety (90) days without providing notice 
to the respective account holder. 





U.S. Department of Justice 

Criminal Division 



Washington, D.C. 20530 


June 3, 2010 


By Fax and Mail 
Cox Communications, Inc. 

1400 Lake Hearn Drive 
Atlanta, GA 30319-1464 
ATTN: Records Custodian 
FAX: (404)269-1898 

Re: Preservation Request 

Dear Custodian of Records: 

The Department of Justice is conducting an on-going criminal investigation that involves 
a Cox Communications user. As part of that on-going investigation and pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 

2703(f), we are requesting that information currently in your possession related to the Cox 
Communications e-mail address listed below be preserved pending the issuance of formal legal 
process. More specifically, we are requesting that you preserve all subscriber information, 
account contents (including all available e-mail in all folders) and any saved photos or other 
medial related to the following customer or subscriber: 

b6 per OGA 
b7C 


At this time, we are expecting to obtain formal legal process in the next 90 days. We 
acknowledge that if we do not serve legal process upon you in the next 90 days, and do not 
request a 90 day extension, the preserved information may no longer be available. 

If you have arm nupctianc i-rp cerning this request, please contact me as soon as possible. 

I can be reached at | 1 1 also request you provide written confirmation that Cox 

Communications has taken appropriate measures to preserve this information, without 
notice tn the a ccnuut holde r. You can send such confirmation to my attention by e-mail to 

p by fax to 202-5 14-3003 . Thank you for your assistance with this 

matter. 


Sincerely. 


U.S. Department of Justice 
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this transmission 
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_y tciepnonmg and r eturn the original transmission to us at the address given balovy^ 


FROM; I 

D.S. Oepartmentof Justice 
Crimiua] Division, Public Integrity Section 
Bond Building, Room 12t00 
1400 New York Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 20005 

Fax No. 202/514^3003 
Voice No. I 

DATE; June 3, 2010 

rO: ATTN; Records Custodian 

Cox Communications, Inc. 

FAX; 404/269-1898 


PIN-PBB 
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On 06/23/2010, 


United 


States Department of Justice/Criminal Division/ Public Integrity 
Section, made a formal written request to the following members 
of the U.S. Senate seeking the production of certain documents in 
furtherance of captioned investigation: 


1) United States Senator Richard J. Durbin 
309 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

2) United States Senator Charles E, Schumer 
313 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

3) United States Senator James DeMint 
340 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

4) United States Senator Thomas Coburn 
172 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

5) United States Senator Max Baucus 
511 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

6) United States Senator Byron L. Dorgan 
322 Hart Senate office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

7) United States Senator John Thune 
439 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 


This formal request for documents was made via official 
letter dated 06/23/2010 and forwarded directly to each of the 
aforementioned U.S. Senators via Federal Express delivery. 
Duplicate "courtesy copies" of each letter were also sent to 
Morgan J. Frankel, Legal Counsel to the U.S. Senate; and each 
U.S. Senator's respective Chief -of -Staff via E-mail. 


Production of the requested documents was required by 
07/08/2010 absent any approved dead-line extension. The 
requested documents were identified as follows: 


1) Documents regarding 


n for the time- 
period of 04/30/2008 through 06/23/2010. [Request 
applies to U.S. Senator Durbin, U.S. Senator 



• ^ 


% 
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Schumer, U.S. Senator DeMint; U.3. Senator Coburn, 
U.S. Senator Baucus, U.S. Senator Dorgan, and U.S. 
Senator Thune] 


2 ) 


Documents regarding a 03/2009 meeting with between 
each U.S. Senator and/or members of their 
respectiv e staff and ALLEGIAMT AIRLINES executiv es 
inc lud ina I 

and/or [Request applies to U.S. 

Senator Durbin, U. S. "Senator DeMint, U.S. Senator 
Coburn, and U.S. Senator Thune only] 


b6 per OGA 
b7C 


3) Documen ts regarding communication s to or from 

I br U.S. Senator JOHN ENSIGN F ' 

I I for the time- 

period of 11/01/2007 through 06/23/2010. [Request 
applies to U.S. Senator Durbin, U.S. Senator 
DeMint, U.S. Senator Coburn, and U.S. Senator Thune 
only] 


4) Documents regarding U.S. Senator JOHN ENSIGN and 

I I for 

the time-period of 02/01/2008 through 03/30/2008. 
[Request applies to U.S. Senator Coburn only] 


Individual copies of each letter sent to the 
aforementioned members of the U.S. Senate are attached to this 
communication for placement into the substantive ' case-file. 



^ h 







U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 


Washington, D.C 20530 

Jxme23, 2010 


The Honorable Richard J. Durbin 
309 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 

Re: Request for Documents 

Dear Senator Durbin: 


b3 per OGA 

b6 

b7C 


3 . For the time period from November 

communications to or fron 


L_^007 to June 23, 2010, all documents regarding 
or John Ensign relating to| | 


or 


Please produce all responsive documents by July 8, 2010, unless a later date is 


' For purposes of all requests in this letter, the term “documents” includes writings or 
records of every kind or character, conve 3 dng information by mechanical, electronic, 
photographic, or other means, whether encarded, taped, stored or coded electrostatically, 
electromagnetically, or otherwise. “Documents” includes but is not limited to correspondence, e- 
mail, notes, memoranda, minutes, summaries, telephone records, telephone message logs or slips, 
calendars, date books, interoffice communications, results of investigations, videotapes, 
audiotapes, microfiche, microfilm, any electronic media, and accounting and financial records of 
any kind (including checks (front and back), wire transfers, cash payments or receipts, and check 
requests). “Documents” refers to any record in the Office’s possession, custody, or control, and 
“documents” includes all drafts or unfinished versions of documents. 



subsequently agreed to by the undersigned. Responsive documents should be produced to: 


FBI Special Agent] | 

9325 Discoveiy Boulevard b6 per oga/fbi 

Manassas. VA 20109 

telephone: 


Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. Please let us know if any issues arise or if 
you have any questions. 


Very truly yours, 


cc: Morgan Frankel, Esq., Senate Legal Counsel (via email) 








U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 


Washington, D.C 20530 

June 23, 2010 


The Honorable Charles E. Schumer 
313 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 

Re: Request for Documents 


Dear Senator Schumer: 


FBI Special Agenj 

9325 Discovery Boulevard 
Manassas, VA 20109 
telephone: 


b3 per OGA 

b6 
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b6 per FBI 
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' For purposes of all requests in this letter, the term “documents” includes writings or 
records of every kind or character, conveying information by mechanical, electronic, 
photographic, or other means, whether encarded, taped, stored or coded electrostatically, 
electromagnetically, or otherwise. “Docxunents” includes but is not limited to correspondence, e- 
mail, notes, memoranda, minutes, summaries, telephone records, telephone message logs or slips, 
calendars, date books, interoffice communications, results of investigations, videotapes, 
audiotapes, microfiche, microfilm,- any electronic media, and accounting and financial records of 
any kind (including checks (front and back), wire transfers, cash payments or receipts, and check 
requests). “Documents” refers to any record in the Office’s possession, custody, or control, and 
“documents” includes all drafts or unfinished versions of documents. 



Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. Please let us Icnow if any issues arise or if 
you have any questions. 


Very truly yours, 


b6 per 
b7C 


cc: 


Morgan Frankel, Esq., Senate Legal Counsel (via email) 



i 
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U.S, Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 



Washington, D.C. 20530 

June 23, 2010 


The Honorable Jim DeMint 
340 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 

Re: Request for Documents 

Dear Senator DeMint: 


b3 per OGA 

b6 

b7C 


3. For the time period from N ovember L 2 007 to June 23 


communications to or from 


or John Ensign! 


2010. all documents regard ing 


k)r 


Please produce all responsive documents by July 8, 2010, unless a later date is 


' For purposes of all requests in this letter, the term “documents” includes writings or 
records of every kind or character, conveying information by mechanical, electronic, 
photographic, or other means, whether encarded, taped, stored or coded electrostatically, 
electromagnetically, or otherwise. “Documents” includes but is not limited to correspondence, e- 
mail, notes, memoranda, minutes, summaries, telephone records, telephone message logs or slips, 
calendars, date books, interoffice communications, results of investigations, videotapes, 
audiotapes, microfiche, microfilm, any electronic media, and accounting and financial records of 
any kind (including checks (front and back), wire transfers, cash payments or receipts, and check 
requests). “Documents” refers to any record in the Office’s possession, custody, or control, and 
“documents” includes all drafts or unfinished versions of documents. 




4 )' 



subsequently agreed to by the undersigned. Responsive documents should be produced to: 

FBI Special Aeent l ~l 

9325 Discovery Boulevard 

Manassas, VA 20109 

telephone: 

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. Please let us know if any issues arise or if 
you have any questions. 


Very truly yours, 


b6 per OGA 
b7C 


cc: Morgan Frankel, Esq., Senate Legal Counsel (via email) 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 



Washington, D,C. 20530 

Jxme 23, 2010 


The Honorable Tom Cobum 
172 Russell Senate Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20510 

Re: Request for Documents 

Dear Senator Cobum: 


b3 per OGA 

b6 

b7C 


3. For the time period from November 1, 2007 to June 23, 2010, all documents regarding 


communications to or frord 


or John EnsignI 


k)r 


4. For the time period from Febmary 1, 2008, to March 30, 2008, any documents regarding 
John Ensign ANDl 


Please produce all responsive documents by July 8, 2010, unless a later date is 


’ For purposes of all requests in this letter, the term “documents” includes writings or 
records of every kind or character, conveying information by mechanical, electronic, 
photographic, or other means, whether encarded, taped, stored or coded electrostatically, 
electromagnetically, or otherwise. “Documents” includes but is not limited to correspondence, e- 
mail, notes, memoranda, minutes, summaries, telephone records, telephone message logs or slips, 
calendars, date books, interoffice communications, results of investigations, videotapes, 
audiotapes, microfiche, microfilm, any electronic media, and accounting and financial records of 
any kind (including checks (front and back), wire transfers, cash payments or receipts, and check 
requests). “Documents” refers to any record in the Office’s possession, custody, or control, and 
“documents” includes all drafts or unfinished versions of documents. 





* ■< A 



subsequently agreed to by the undersigned. Responsive documents should be produced to: 


FBI Special Agenj 

9325 Discovery Boulevard 
Manassas, VA 20109 
telephone: 

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. Please let us know if any issues arise or if 
you have any questions. 


b6 per FBI 
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Very truly yours, 



cc; Morgan Frankel, Esq., Senate Legal Counsel (via email) 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 




< " A 


Washington, D,C, 20530 

June 23, 2010 


The Honorable Max Baucus 
511 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 


Re: Request for Documents 


Dear Senator Baucus: 


b3 per OGA 

b6 

b7C 


Please produce all responsive documents by July 8, 2010, unless a later date is 
subsequently agreed to by the undersigned. Responsive documents should be produced to: 


FBI Special Agent] 

9325 Discovery Boulevard 
Manassas, VA 20109 
telephone: 


b6 per FBI 
b7C 


' For pxirposes of all requests in this letter, the term “documents” includes writings or 
records of every kind or character, conveying information by mechanical, electronic, 
photographic, or other means, whether encarded, taped, stored or coded electrostatically, 
electromagnetically, or otherwise. “Documents” includes but is not limited to correspondence, e- 
mail, notes, memoranda, minutes, summaries, telephone records, telephone message logs or slips, 
calendars, date books, interoffice communications, results of investigations, videotapes, 
audiotapes, microfiche, microfilm, any electronic media, and accounting and financial records of 
any kind (including checks (front and back), wire transfers, cash payments or receipts, and check 
requests). “Documents” refers to any record in the Office’s possession, custody, or control, and 
“documents” includes all drafts or unfinished versions of documents. 




Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. Please let us know if any issues arise or if 
you have any questions. 


Very truly yours, 


b6 per OGA 
b7C 


cc: Morgan Frankel, Esq., Senate Legal Counsel (via email) 


2 



U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 


9 









fVcKhinglon, D.C. 20530 

June 23, 2010 


The Honorable B 3 Ton L. Dorgan 
322 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 


Re: Request for Documents 


Dear Senator Dorgan: 


Please produce all responsive documents by July 8, 2010, unless a later date is 
subsequently agreed to by the undersigned. Responsive documents should be produced to: 


b3 per OGA 

b6 

b7C 


FBI Special Agent | 

9325 Discovery Boulevard 
Manassas, VA 20109 
telephone: 


b6 per FBI 
b7C 


' For purposes of all requests in this letter, the term “documents” includes writings or 
records of every kind or character, conveying information by mechanical, electronic, 
photographic, or other means, whether encarded, taped, stored or coded electrostatically, 
electromagnetically, or otherwise. “Documents” includes but is not limited to correspondence, e- 
mail, notes, memoranda, minutes, summaries, telephone records, telephone message logs or slips, 
calendars, date books, interoffice communications, results of investigations, videotapes, 
audiotapes, microfiche, microfilm, any electronic media, and accounting and financial records of 
any kind (including checks (firont and back), wire transfers, cash payments or receipts, and check 
requests). “Documents” refers to any record in the Office’s possession, custody, or control, and 
“dpcuments” includes all drafts or unfinished versions of documents. 



Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. Please let us know if any issues arise or if 
you have any questions. 


Very truly yours, 


b6 per OGA 
b7C 


cc: Morgan Frankel, Esq., Senate Legal Counsel (via email) 


2 



H. 




U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 



Washington, D.C. 20530 

June 23, 2010 


The Honorable John Thune 
493 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 



Please produce all responsive documents by July 8, 2010, unless a later date is 


' For purposes of all requests in this letter, the term “documents” includes writings or 
records of every kind or character, conveying information by mechanical, electronic, 
photographic, or other means, whether encarded, taped, stored or coded electrostatically, 
electromagnetically, or otherwise. “Documents” includes but is not limited to correspondence, e- 
mail, notes, memoranda, minutes, summaries, telephone records, telephone message logs or slips, 
calendars, date books, interoffice communications, results of investigations, videotapes, 
audiotapes, microfiche, microfilm, any electronic media, and accounting and financial records of 
any kind (including checks (front and back), wire transfers, cash payments or receipts, and check 
requests). “Documents” refers to any record in the Office’s possession, custody, or control, and 
“documents” includes all drafts or unfinished versions of documents. 



fk * 


C 


* 


subsequently agreed to by the undersigned. Responsive documents should be produced to: 


FBI Special Agenlj 

9325 Discovery Boulevard 
Manassas, VA 20109 
telephone: 


Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. Please let us know if any issues arise or if 
you have any questions. 


Very truly yours, 



cc: Morgan Frankel, Esq., Senate Legal Counsel (via email) 


2 




U.S. Department of Justice 


Federal Bureau of Investigation 


In Reply, Please Refer to 
File No. 

Washington Field Division 
Northern Virginia Resident Agency 
9325 Discovery Boulevard 
Manassas, Virginia 20109-3992 



July 21, 2010 


Law Ottice of Locke, Lord, Bissell & Liddell LLP 
2200 Ross Avenue - Suite 2200 
Dallas, Texas 75201 


RE: Investigative Matter regarding 
U.S, Senator John E. Ensign 



VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS DELIVERY 


b6 

b7C 


Dear! 


Pursuan t to your recent discussion with Trial Attorney 

of the U.S. Department of Justice's Public 

Integrity Section, I am forwarding you duplicate copies of the 


following evidentiary items for your review: 





The FBI wil l nnh hhp (gri-.-rmn r ro Tnimim r.a1-.i nn 

data contained on the until the 

appropriate approval and/or legal guidance is obtained from 
federal prosecutors assigned to this investigation. 

In the event you should have any questions concerning 
this matter, please feel free t o d irect your inqui res to FBI 
Special Acrent I lat I I E-mail address 


thi .gov ; or Trial Attorney | I at 

Email address : I 


Sincerely yours, 


I Special Agent 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 



via Email) 
(via Email) 





FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Precedence : ROUTINE 


Date: 08/10/2010 


To : Washington Field 


From: Washington Field 

Squad CR- 15 / Northern Virginia Resident Agency 
Contact : SA 

Approved By: 

Drafted By: 

Case ID #: 58C-WF-241033 "^^(Pending) 



Title: UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN E. ENSIGN, 

_ UNITED STATES SENATE (STATE OF NEVADA) ; 


CORRUPTION FEDERAL PUBLIC OFFICIALS - LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


Synopsis: To request assignment of SA 

Washington Field Division/Squad ([ip-iR. a.g third nn-na.q 
captioned matter; and provide SA 


access to this "Restricted Access" investigation. 


i agent in 
with full- 


b6 

b7C 


b6 

b7C 

b7E 


Details : This communication requests SA | 

Washington Field Division/Squad CR-15, be assigned as third co- 
case agent in captioned investigation; and such designation be 
appropriately reflected in Automated Case Support (ACS) system. 


This communication also requests that SaC 


] 


be granted full-access to this "Restricted Access" 
investigation, to include all sub-'^les (e.g. SUB 302; SUB MEDIA; 
SUB GJ; etc). / 


♦♦ 



b6 

b7C 





Automated Serial Permanent Charge -Out 
FD-5a (1-5-94) 

Date: 01/31/11 Time: 09 

Case ID: 58C-WF-241033 Serial: 78 

Description of Document: 

Type : FD302 

Date : 08/06/10 

To : WASHINGTON FIELD 

From : WASHINGTON FIELD , , 

Topic: ON JULY 30, 2010, RECEIVED VOLUNTARY RETURN, DOCUMENTS 


Reason for Permanent Charge -Out: 

agent requested document be moved to subfile. 
Transferred to: 

Case ID: 58C-WF-241033-302 Serial: 58 


Employee : 



(Rev. 01-31-2003) 


FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Precedence : ROUTINE 

To: Washington Field 

From: Washington Field 


Date: 09/08/2010 



b6 

b7C 


CORRUPTION FEDERAL PUBLIC OFFICIALS - LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


Synopsis: To request assignment of SA | | Washington 

Field Division/ Squad C R-15. as fourth co- case agent in captioned 
matter; and provide SA I I with full-access to this 

"Restricted Access" investigation. 


b6 

b7C 

b7E 


Details: This communication requests SA^ 


] 


Washington Field Division/ Squad CR-15, be assigned as fourth co- 
case agent in captioned investigation; and such designation be 
appropriately reflected in Automated Case Support (ACS) system. 


b6 

b7C 


This communication also requests that SA|[ 


be granted full-access to this "Restricted Access" investigation, 
to include all sub-files (e.g. SUB 302; SUB MEDIA; SUB GJ; etc) . 


♦♦ 


I |tc>agi(^ 





Automated Serial Permanent Charge -Out 
FD-5a (1-5-94) 


Date: 10/27/10 


Time: 15:32 


Case ID: 58C-WF-241033 Serial: 83 


Description of Document: 

Type : FD302 
Date : 08/04/10 
To : WASHINGTON FIELD 
From : WASHINGTON FIELD 
Topic : 


Reason for Permanent Charge -Out: 

should have been serialized to 302 sub; transferring 
Transferred to: 

Case ID: 58C-WF-241033-302 Serial: 50 


Employee : 


b6 

b7C 




^ (Rev. 05-01-2008) 


f • 

UNCLASSIFIED 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Precedence: ROUTINE Date: 11/12/2010 

To: Las Vegas Attn: SSA ~| 

Squad 13 


From: Washington Field Office 

CR-15/NVRA 

Contact : SA 

Approved By: 

Drafted By: 

Case ID #: 58C-WF-241033 (Pending) 


b6 

b7C 


Title: UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN E. ENSIGN, 

UNITED STATES SENATE (STATE OF N EVADA) ; 


CFPO-LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


Synopsis: T o request that the Las Vegas Division assist with 

interview of which is scheduled for 

November 22, 2010 at the FBI Las Vegas Division. 

Reference: Telcal between writer and SSA 

11 / 12 / 2010 . ' ' 



Details: Captioned investigation was predicated on information 

publically reported in the news media and through a non-profit 
political watchdog group. This investigation addresses 
allegations that U.S. Senator JOHN E. ENSIGN (R-NV) ; and I 


for U.S. Senator 


ENSIGN'S senatorial office, conspired to violate Title 18, United 
States Code, Section 207 [One-year Congressional Lobbying Ban] . 

It is specifically alleged t hat U.S. Senator ENSIGN utilized his 
official position to p rovide I | 

lobbying job; assisted I I in securing his p olitical 

supporters as prospective clients; and permitted I I to lobby 

his senatorial office on beha lf of those clients immediately upon 

I from U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S staff. 
This was purportedly done in order to discrete ly remove I ~l 


from U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S employment, provide 


with 


b6 

b7C 


UNCLASSIFIED 


^3 t 




UNCLASSIFIED 


f 

To: Las Vegas From: Washington Field Office 

Re: 58C-WF-241033, 11/12/2010 


from publically 


financial security, and prevent 
disclosing the fact that U.S. Senator ENSIG N had engaged in an 
extramarital affair with 


b6 

b7C 


It is further alleged that U.S. Senator ENSIGN may have 
violated applicable campaign fi nance laws bv disguising a 
$96,000.00 severance payment to I [ as a "tax- 

free gift". This was reportedly done by U.S. Senator ENSIGN in 
order to avoid publically disclosing the payment through 
mandatory filings with the U.S. Federal Election Commission 
(FEC) . 


is scheduled to 


The proposed interview with 

take place at the FBI Las Vegas Division, on Monday, Nov ember 2 2, 
2010 at 10:00 a.m. Depa rtment of Justi ce Trial Attorney 


]and Trial Attorney 




_ ]will be traveling from 

Washingt on, D.C. to La s Veaas to assi st w ith the i nterview. 


sk number is 
(Blackberry) 


List w itn tne i nterview. 

\ and I 1 number is I I 


]Bio- 


Diesel of Las Vegas, which was associated with P2SA Equity 
(P2SA) . P2SA was a subsidiary of New-Com Construction, owned bv 


ibility 


b6 

b7C 







UNCLASSIFIED 


# 

To: Las Vegas From: Washington Field Office 

Re: 58C-WF-241033, 11/12/2010 


b6 

b7C 


UNCLASSIFIED 


3 




UNCLASSIFIED 


To: Las Vegas From: Washington Field Office 

Re: 58C-WF-241033, 11/12/2010 


LEAD(s) : 

Set Lead 1 : (Action) 

LAS VEGAS 


AT LAS VEGAS. NEVADA 


It is j-hat -t-hp T.;q 


the interview of^ 

place on 11/22/2010 , 


p Vegas Division assist with 
which is scheduled to take 


b6 

b7C 


♦♦ 


UNCLASSIFIED 


4 



Automated Serial Permanent Charge -Out 
FD-5a (1-5-94) 


Date: 11/19/10 


Time: 09:25 


Case ID: 58C-WF-241033 Serial: 86 

Description of Document: 

Type : OTHER 
Date : 11/15/10 
To : WASHINGTON FIELD 
From : THEHILL.COM 

Topic: SEN. ENSIGN BELOW 50 PERCENT IN POTENTIAL 2012 MATCH-UP AGAI 
Reason for Permanent Charge -Out: 

file to subfile "media" 

Transferred to: 

Case ID: 58C-WF-241033 -MEDIA Serial: 102 
Employee : 


b6 

b7C 



Automated Serial Permanent Charge -Out 
FD-5a (1-5-94) 


Date: 01/31/11 


Time: 09:56 


Case ID: 58C-WF-241033 Serial: 87 

Description of Document : 

Type : FD302 

Date : 11/22/10 

To : WASHINGTON FIELD 

From : LAS VEGAS 

Topic: INTERVIEW OF | 

Reason for Permanent Charge-Out: 

agent requested document be moved to subfile. 

Transferred to: 

Case ID: 58C-WF-241033-302 Serial: 59 


Employee : 



UNCLASSIFIED 


(Rev. 05-01-2008) 


FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Precedence: ROUTI^ 

To: Washin^;b<5n Field 


Attn : 


Date: 12/01/2010 

SA 

CR-IS/NVRA 



a: Las Veaas 


Contact : SA 


? 

roved By: 




Drafted By: 

^ 

Case ID #: 58C-WF-241033'' (Pending) 

Title: UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN E. ENSIGN, 

UNITED STATES SENATE (STATE OF NEVADA) ; 

CFPO-LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


Synopsis: The purpose of this nommutati c^n is to report result o f 

Washington Fields requested interview of 
which was conducted on November 22,2010. 


] 


b6 

b7C 


b6 

b7C 

b7E 


Enclosure (s) : Enclosed for receiving office original and one 


copy of FD-302 interview of 
lA envelope with agent interview notes. 


Also enclosed is a 


Details: On November 22, 2010, at the re quest of Washington 

Field Office a interview was conducted of f | in 

reference to captioned matter. Cond ucting the i nterview was 

Departm ent Of Justice Trial Attorney I I and SA I I 

I Las Vegas Office. Enclosed with this communication is the 
FD-302 of that interview, along with a lA envelope with the 
interviewing agents original interview notes. 


b6 

b7C 


68819 10 


UNCLASSIFIED 


5‘SC.' 033 - 1 ^ 



M 


UNCLASSIFIED 


To: Washington Field From: Las Vegas 

Re: 58C-WF-241033, 12/01/2010 


LEAD(s) : 

Set Lead 1: (Info) 

WASHINGTON FIELD 

AT WASHINGTON FIELD, NORTHERN VIRGINIA RA 
Read and Clear 


♦♦ 


UNCLASSIFIED 


2 


• # 

Automated Serial Peinnanent Charge -Out 
FD-5a (1-5-94) 

Date: 01/31/11 Time: 09:57 


Case ID: ■58C-WF-241033 Serial: 90 
Description of Document: 


Type : FD302 
Date : 12/29/10 
To : WASHINGTON FIELD 
From : WASHINGTON FIELD 
Topic: I 


INTERVIEW 


Reason for Permanent Charge-Out: 


agent requested document be moved to subfile. 


Transferred to: 


b6 

b7C 


Case ID: 58C-WF-241033-302 Serial: 60 


Employee : 



Page 


1 


03/28/11 15:19:05 




03/28/2011 


*i<ieicicifk‘k**itieiticic INDICTMENT *************** 

SENSITIVE / UNCLASSIFIED 


Case Number: 58C-WF-241033 
Serial No.: 92 


Stat Agent Name: 
Stat Agent SOC.: 


Report Date: 03/28/2011 
Accom Date.: 03/24/2011 


Does Accomplishment Involve Assisting Joint Agencies 


Assisting Agents SOC 


Subject Name 


Drugs : N 

A Fugitive N 

Bankruptcy Fraud N 

Computer Fraud/Abuse : N 

Corruption of Public Officials: N 

Money Laundering : N 


RA Squad Task Force 


NVRA CR15 


Sub. Invest. Asst by Other FOs: 


Investigative Assistance or Technique Used 


FI NAN ANALYST 
AIRCRAFT ASST 
COMPUTER ASST 
CONSEN MONITR 
ELSUR/FISC 
ELSUR/III 
ENG FIELD SUP 
ENG TAPE EXAM 
LEGATS ASST. 
EVIDNCE PURCH 
INFORMANT/CW 
LAB DIV EXAMS 


LAB FIELD SUP 
PEN REGISTERS 
PHOTO COVERGE 
POLYGRAPH 
SRCH WAR EXEC 
SHOW MONEY 
SOG ASST 
SWAT TEAM 
TECH AG/EQUIP 
TEL TOLL RECS 
UCO- GROUP I 
UCO- GROUP II 


UCO - NAT BACK 
NCAVC/VI-CAP 
CRIM/NS INTEL 
CRIS NEG-FED 
CRIS NEG-LOC 
ERT ASST 
BUTTE OSC 
SAV OSC 
POC SC 

FT. MON-NRCSC 
FOR LANG ASST 
NON FBI LAB EX 


VICT-WITN COOR 
10 WANTED FLYR 
SARS 
CART 

ASSET FORF PRO 

FORF SUPPORT P 

TFOS/CTD 

CXS/CTD 

INFRAGARD/CYD 

OFC/CID 

PPP 

FUSION CENTERS 


1 = Used, but did not help 

2 = Helped, Minimally 

3 = Helped, Substantially 

4 = Absolutely Essential 


Indictment is for Federal, Local, or International (F/L/I)...: F 


b6 

b7C 


U. S. Code Violation(s) 


Form FD-515a Side 2: 

Subject's Role = 

Title 

Section 

Counts 

18 

207 

7 



Subject's Criminal Activity : 

If Other, Specify. . . . : 

If NON-LCN Member or Associate (M/A): 

Name of NON-LCN Criminal Group. . . : 

If La Cosa Nostra (LCN) Member or Asso (M/A): 
Name of LCN Organized Crime Group (OCG) . . . 
Position in LCN OCG 

Name of Union: 


Business Influenced/Affected: 

If Other, Specify : 

Name of Company Subject Connected with: 

Elected/Appointed Public Official Position: 
If Other, Specify. : 


Union Affiliation: 
If Other, Specify: 



(Rev. 01-31-2003) 


L 


FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Precedence: ROUTINE 

To: Washington Field 


Date: 03/25/2011 


From: Washington Field 

Squad CR-1 5/N[nrthRrn Vi ran ni a Re.sident Artenr-.v 

Contact : SA 



Approved By: 

Drafted By: 

Case ID #: 58C-WF-241033 J ( Pending) 


b6 

b7C 


Title : 


UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN E. ENSIGN, 
UNITED STATES SENATE (STATE OF NEV ADA) ; 


CORRUPTION FEDERAL PUBLIC OFFICIALS -- LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


Synopsis : Case Status Update/Return of Indictment for 


b6 

b7C 

b7E 


Enclosures: Enclosed for submission into the substantive case- 

file is one (1) copy of a Indictment charging 


with seven (7) counts of violating Title 18, United States Code, 
Section 207 [Post-employment Restrictions for Former Senate Staff 
Members] . This Indictment was filed within the United States 
District Court for the District of Columbia on 03/24/2011. 


b6 

b7C 


Details: On 03/08/2011 and 03/24/2011, 


Washington Field Division/Squad CR-15, appeared before a Federal 
Grand Jury sitting in the United States District Court for the 
District of Columbia and provided summary testimony regarding 
captioned investigation. On 03/ 24/2011, the Federa l Grand Jury 
returned an Indic tment charging I I (DOB: 


b3 

b6 

b7C 


SSAN:[ 


with seven (7) counts of violating 


Title 18, United States Code, Section 207 [Post-employment 
Restrictions for Former Senate Staff Members] . 


Following the Return of this Indictment, a Summons was 
issued for | | to appear before United States Magistrate 

Judge John M. Facciola on 03/31/2011 at 1:45 p.m. for Initial 


b6 

b7C 


Appearance/Arraignment . 


It should be noted that the U.S. Department of Justice 
has decided not pursue criminal charges against U.S. Senator JOHN 


\C)5MA.ej^ 



UNCLASSIFIED 


To: Washington Field From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-241033, 03/25/2011 


E. ENSIGN or 


was identified as ENSIGN'S 


A copy of the aforementioned Indictment (Docket Number: 
CR-11-085) is attached to this communication for placement into 
the substantive case-file. 


A "Statistical Accomplishment Report" form (FD-515) has 
been submitted to reflect an Indictment in this matter. 



FD-515 (Rev. 8-30-2010) 


Squad supervisor approval 
(please initial) 


Accomplishment Report 

(Accomplishment must be reported and loaded Into 
f days from date of accomplishment) 


Date Prepared 


Date Loaded 


Accomplishment involves: 
(check all that apply) 


Drugs 
A Fugitive 
Bankruptcy Fraud 
Computer Fraud/Abuse 
Corruption of Public Official □ 
Money Laundering O 

Sub Invest Asst by FO(s) 


Asst. FO(s) 


A. B. C. D. 


Task Force 


Assisting Agencies x 


1 . 


2 . 


File Number 


58C-WF-241033 


Stat Agent Soc. Sec. No. 


154 


68 - 3521 


Stat Agent Name 


RA 


NVRA 

CR-15 


1 1 Assisting Agents Soc. Sec. No. ^ | 

in 




III 


IIIB 



A. Complaint / Information/ Iridictmenfl 
^Federal ^Local International 
Complaint Date: 




Check if Civil Rico Complaint n 

Information Date: 

Indictment Date: _ 


03/24/201 1 


B. Locate / Arrest 

nf^s^sral riLocal D International 
Subject Priority: □a QB QC 


Locate Date: 
Arrest Date: 


Q Subject Resisted Arrest 
n Subject Arrested was Armed 


C. Summons Date: 03/24/20 1 1 
0 Federal □ Local 


D. Recovery / Restitution / PELP X 
n Federal D Local Q International 

Recovery Date: 

Code* / Amounts 

Code* ^ Amounts 


Restitution Date: 

□ Court Ordered ^Pretrial Diversion 

Code • / Amount S 

PELP Date: 

Code * / Amount S 


E. Hostages(s) Released Date:. 


Released by: Terrorist^ Other 
Number of Hostages: 


Date Loader's Initials I 


2 


investigative Assistance or Technique Used 

1 . Used, but did not help 3. Helped, substantially 

2. Helped, minimally 4. Absolutely essential 

For Sub. Invest. Assist, by other FO(s) indicate A, B, C, D for corresponding FO 


Rate FO 

lAT 

Rate FO 

lAT 

Rate FO 

lAT 

■Rata FQ 


Fm. Analyst 


Lab. Field Sup 


UCO - NaLBack 



Aircraft Asst. 


Pen Registers 


MCAVC/Vi-CAP 



Computer 


Photo Cover 


MISBlii 



Consen Mon. 


Polygraph 





ELSUR / FISC 


Search Warrant 





ELSUR/T.III 


Show Money 


ERTAsst. 



Eng. Field Spt. 


SOGAsst. 


3utte-OSC 



Eng. Tape Ex. 


Swat Team 


Sav-OSC 



Legats Asst. 


Tech. Ag/Equip. 


=*oc-SC 



Evid. Purchase 


Phone Toll Rec 





Inf/CW Info 


UCO - Group 1 


For. Lang Asst. 



Lab. Div. Exam 


UCO - Group II 


Mon FBI Lab Ex 



Vict-Witn Coor 

10 Wanted Flyer 

SARs 

CART 


|Forf Support Pro) | 


CXS/CTD 

InfraGard/CyD 

OFC/CID 

PPP 

Fusion Centers 


□ Federal □Local □ International 

Conviction Date: 


Subject Description Code _ 


*(- 


-)* 


For 6F, G, H-lnc!ude Agency Code 
n Felony or IH Misdemeanor 

□ Plea or □ Trial 

State: Judicial District: 


G. U.S. Code Violation 

Required for sections A, B, F and J 
(Federal Only) 

Title Section # Counts 

18 207 7 


H. Sentence Date: 

Sentence Type: 

In Jail: Years. 

Suspended: Years. 

Probation: Years. 

Fines: $ 


Months. 

Months. 

Months. 


I. Disruption/Dismantlement: v' 


Disruption Date: _ 


Dismantlement Date:_ 


Completion of FD-515a Side 2 Mandatory 


J. Civil Rico Matters Date:. 
Also complete “Section G" 

Other Civil Matters Date: _ 

Judgment 

Judicial Outcome 

Amount $ 


Suspension: Years. 


Months. 


K. Administrative Sanction Date: 

Subject Description Code * 

Type: Length: 

g Suspension Permanent 

Debarment or 

Injunction Year Months. 


L. Asset Seizure Date:. 


Asset Forfeiture Date: _ 
CATS # Mandatory 


Circle below one of the three asset forfeiture: 
Admin, Civil Judicial, or Criminal 
Do not indicate $ value in Section D 


M. Acquittal/ Dismissal/ Pretrial Diversion 
(Circle one) Date: 


N. Drug Seizures ^ Date:. 
Drug Code * 


Weight. 

FDIN^ 


. Code: 


Do not indicate $ in Section D 


O. Child Victim Information 
Child located / Identified Date:. 


[^Living 


□ 


Deceased 


P. Subject Information - Required for all blocks excluding block D (Recove ry/PELP), blocks E, I, L and N 


Name 

Race* 

Sex 

Date of Birth 

Social Security No. (if available) 

1 1 

White 

Male 





For Indictments/Conviclions only: 


|~| Subject related to an LCN, Aslan Organized Crime (AOC), Italian Organized Crime (IOC), Russlan/Eastem European, Caribbean, or Nigerian Organized Crime Group 
~~ Complete FD‘515a, Side 1 Blocks A-E mandatory, F-H as appropriate, 

lr~^| Subject related to an OC/Drug organization, a VCMO Program National Gang Strategy target group, or a VCMO Program National Priority Initiativo target group - 
Complete FD-SISa, Side 1 Blocks A-C only. 


X Additional information may be added by attaching another form or a plain sheet of paper for additional entries. 
• See codes on reverse side. 


Serial No. of FD-515 


^ Requires that an explanation be attached and loaded into ISRAAfor recovery over $1 m and PELP over $5 m, disruption, dismantlement, and drug seizure; 


‘S?/\-v4F-CZ'2.535^-E ■S''?'/ 


b6 

b7C 

b7E 


b6 

b7C 






































































• • 


For Further Instructions See: MAOP, Part 11, Sections 3-5 thru 3-5.3. 
Revised 12-19-2006 


PROPERTY CODES 

AGENCY CODES 

JUDICIAL OUTCOME 

01 

Cash 

AFOSI Air Force Office of Special Investigations 

AG 

Agreement 

02 

Stocks, Bonds or Negot. Instruments 

ACIS 

Army Criminal Investigative Service 

BR 

Barred/Removed 

03 

General Retail Merchandise 

BATF 

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco & Firearms 

CC 

Civil Contempt 

04 

Vehicles 

BIA 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

DC 

Disciplinary Charges 

05 

Heavy Machinery & Equipment 

CBP 

Customs and Border Protection 

FI 

Fine 

06 

Aircraft 

DCAA Defense Contract Audit Agency 

PI 

Preliminary Injunction 

07 

Jewelry 

DCIS 

Defense Criminal Investigative Service 

PR 

Temporary Restraining Order 

08 

Vessels 

DEA 

Drug Enforcement Administration 

PS 

Pre-filing Settlement 

09 

Art, Antiques or Rare Collections 

DOC 

Department of Corrections 

RN 

Restitution 

11 

Real Property 

DOI 

Dept, of Interior 

SP 

Suspension 

20 

All Other 

DHS 

Dept, of Homeland Security 

VR 

Voluntary Resignation 



EPA 

Environmental Protection Agency 

OT 

Otlier 

SENTENCE TYPES 

FAA 

Federal Aviation Administration 





FDA 

Food and Drug Administration 

SUBJECT PRIORITY 

CP 

Capital Punishment 

HHS 

Dept, of Health & Human Services 



JS 

Jail Sentence 

HUD 

Dept, of Housing & Urban Development 

A 

Subject wanted for crimes of violence 

LP 

Life Parole 

ICE 

Immigration and Customs Enforcement 


(i.e., murder, manslaughter, forcible rape) 

LS 

Life Sentence 

IRS 

Internal Revenue Service 


against another individual or convicted of 

NS 

No Sentence (Subject is a Fugitive. 

NASA 

Nat'l Aeronautics & Space Admin 


such a crime in the past five years. 


Insane, has died. Is a Corporation or 

NBIS 

Nafl NARC Border Interdiction 




must pay fine only) 

NCIS 

Naval Criminal Investigative Service 

B 

Subject wanted for crimes involving loss 

PB 

Probation 

RCMr 

* Royal Canadian Mounted Police 


or destruction of property valued in excess 

SJ 

Suspension of Jail Sentence 

SBA 

Small Business Administration 


of $25,000 or convicted of such a crime 

YC 

Youth Correction Act 

USCG 

US. Coast Guard 


in the past five years. 



USDS 

US. Department of State 



PELP CODES 

USMS 

US, Marshals Service 

C 

All other subjects. 



USPS 

US. Postal Service 



22 

Counterfeit 

USSS 

US. Secret Service 

DRUG CODES 


Stocks/Bonds/Currency/ 

USTR 

US. Treasury 




Negotiable Instruments 

LOC 

Local 

coc 

Cocaine 

23 

Counterfeit/Pirated Sound 

CITY 

City 

HER 

Heroin 


Recordings or Motion Pictures 

COUN 

[ County 

HSH 

Hashish 

24 

Bank Theft Scheme Aborted 

ST 

State 

KAT 

Kliat 

25 

Ransom. Extortion or Bribe 

OTHR 

Other 

LSD 

LSD 


Demand Aborted 



MAR 

Marijuana 

26 

Theft From or Fraud Against 

JUDGMENT CODES 

MDM 

Methylenedioxymethamphetamine 


Government Scheme Aborted 



MET 

Methamphetamine 

27 

Commercial or Industrial 

CJ 

Consent Judgment 

MOR 

Morphine 


Theft Scheme Aborted 

CO 

Court Ordered Settlement 

0PM 

Opium 

30 

All Other 

DF 

Default Judgment 

OTD 

Other drugs 



DI 

Dismissal 



RACE CODES 

JN 

Judgment Notwithstanding 

DRUG WEIGHT CODES 



MV 

Mixed Verdict 



A 

Asian/Pacific Islander 

SJ 

Summary Judgment 

GM 

Gram(s) 

B 

Black 

VD 

Verdict for Defendant 

KG 

Kilogram(s) 

I 

Indian/Amencan 

VP 

Verdict for Plaintiff 

L 

Liter(s) 

U 

Unknown 



ML 

Milliliter(s) 

w 

White 



P 

PIant(s) 

X 

Nonindividual 



DU 

Dosage Unit(s) 


SUBJECT DESCRIPTION CODES 

ORGANIZED CRIME UNION MEMBERS Continuation of GOVERNMENT SUBJECTS 


SUBJECTS 







5D 

President 

6N 

State Prosecutor 

IF 

Boss 

5E 

Vice-President 

6P 

State Law Enforcement Officer 

IG 

Underboss 

5F 

Treasurer 

6Q 

State - All Others 

IH 

Consigliere 

5G 

Secretaiy/Treasurer 

6R 

Mayor 

IJ 

Acting Boss 

5H 

Executive Board Member 

6S 

Local Legislator 

IK 

Capodecina 

51 

Business Agent 

6T 

Local Judge/Magistrate 

IL 

Soldier 

5J 

Representative 

6U 

Local Prosecutor 



5K 

Organizer 

6V 

Local Law Enforcement Officer 

KNOWN CRIMINALS 

5L 

Business Manager 

6W 

Local-All Others 



5M 

Financial Secretary 

6X 

County Commissioner 

2A 

Top Ten or I.O. Furtive 

5N 

Recording Secretary 

6Y 

City Councilman 

2B 

Top Thief 

5P 

Office Manager 



2C 

Top Con Man 

5Q 

Clerk 

BANK EMPLOYEES 



5R 

Shop Steward 



FOREIGN NATIONALS 

5S 

Member 

7A 

Bank Ofticer 



5T 

Trustee 

7B 

Bank Employee 

3A 

Legal Alien 

5U 

Other 



3B 

Illegal Alien 



OTHERS 

3C 

Foreign Official W/out 

GOVERNMENT SUBJECTS 




Diplomatic Immunity 

(6F, 6G, 6H- Include Agency Code) 

8A 

All Other Subjects 

3D 

U.N. Employee W/out 



SB 

Company or Corporation 


Diplomatic Immunity 

6A 

Presidential Appointee 



3E 

Foreign Student 

6B 

US. Senator/Staff 

CHILD PREDATORS 

3F 

All Others 

6C 

U.S. Representative/Staff 





6D 

Federal Judge/Magistrate 

9A 

Child Care provider 

TERRORISTS 

6E 

Federal Prosecutor 

9B 

Clergy 



6F 

Federal Law Enforcement Officer 

9C 

Athletic Coach 

4A 

Known Member of a 

6G 

Federal Employee - GS 13 & Above 

9D 

Teacher/Aide 


Terrorist Organization 

6H 

Federal Employee - GS 12 & Below 

9E 

Law Enforcement Personnel 

4B 

Possible Terrorist Member 

6J 

Governor 

9F 

Counselor 


or Sympathizer 

6K 

Lt. Governor 

9G 

Relative 



6L 

State Legislator 

9H 

Stranger 



6M 

State Judge/Magistrate 

91 

Other 
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03/28/2011 


•kickiticifkifkideicictkitic SUMMONS **************** 
SENSITIVE / UNCLASSIFIED 


Case Number: 58C-WF-241033 
Serial No.: 92 


Stat Agent Name: 
Stat Agent SOC.: 


Report Date: 03/28/2011 
Accom Date.: 03/24/2011 


Does Accomplishment Involve 


Assisting Joint Agencies 


Assisting Agents SOC 


Subject Name 


Drugs N 

A Fugitive : N 

Bankruptcy Fraud : N 

Computer Fraud/Abuse : N 

Corruption of Public Officials: N 

Money Laundering : N 


RA Squad Task Force 


NVRA CR15 


Sub. Invest. Asst by Other FOs: 


Investigative Assistance or Technique Used 


FI NAN ANALYST 
AIRCRAFT ASST 
COMPUTER ASST 
CONSEN MONITR 
ELSUR/FISC 
ELSUR/III 
ENG FIELD SUP 
ENG TAPE EXAM 
LEGATS ASST. 
EVIDNCE PURCH 
INFORMANT/CW 
LAB DIV EXAMS 


LAB FIELD SUP 
PEN REGISTERS 
PHOTO COVERGE 
POLYGRAPH 
SRCH WAR EXEC 
SHOW MONEY 
SOG ASST 
SWAT TEAM 
TECH AG/EQUIP 
TEL TOLL RECS 
UCO- GROUP I 
UCO- GROUP II 


UCO - NAT BACK 
NCAVC/VI-CAP 
CRIM/NS INTEL 
CRIS NEG-FED 
CRIS NEG-LOC 
ERT ASST 
BUTTE OSC 
SAV OSC 
POC SC 

FT. MON-NRCSC 
FOR LANG ASST 
NON FBI LAB EX 


VICT-WITN COOR 
10 WANTED FLYR 
SARS 
CART 

ASSET FORF PRO 

FORF SUPPORT P 

TFOS/CTD 

CXS/CTD 

INFRAGARD/CYD 

OFC/CID 

PPP 

FUSION CENTERS 


1 = Used, but did not help 

2 = Helped, Minimally 

3 = Helped, Substantially 

4 = Absolutely Essential 


b6 

b7C 


Federal or Local Summons <F/L). .: F 


Accomplishment Narrative 


SENSITIVE / UNCLASSIFIED 





From : | | 

Sent: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 2:45 PM 
Tod l(CRM) 

Cc:1 I (WFO); I 


Subject: 58C-WF-241033 (ENSIGN INVESTIGATION): RELEASE OF 
COMMITTEE '■ 


FD-302 TO SENATE ETHICS 


□□ 


b5 





s cc'd on this E-mai 




Thanks , 



Special Agent 


Federal Bureau of Investigation 


Washington Field Office / Northern Virginia Resident Agency 


9325 Discovery Boulevard, Manassas, Virginia 20109-3992 



b6 

b7C 


2 



UNCLASSIFIED 






UNCLASSIFIED 


FD-999 

2.1 

Revised 

03-03-2011 


FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

ASSISTANCE/DISSEMINATION/LIAISON PROVIDED TO OTHER 

AGENCIES 


Type of Contact; 

Record of Dissemination of Information to Other Agencies 


Date; 

03/25/2011 


Dissemination To; 

Domestic Agency 

Check LEC: F Office of Law Enforcement Coordination 

or Select a Division/Field Office (Show Legats? r ): 


Select the Responsible Division/Field Office: 

Washington Field 

Program: 

Public Corruption 

DOMESTIC AGENCY RECEIVING DISSEMINATION 

Agency Type: 

Federal Agency 

Contact Name: fLast F;r|f. Middle) 

Agency Name: 

U.S« Senate Select Committee on Ethics 

Work Phone: 

E-mail Address; 

I ~| §)ethics,senate.gov 

Type of Contact: Date of Interaction: 

Telephonic p* Email P” Meeting F" Conference Note Fax 03/23/2011 

DETAILS OF DISSEMINATION 




Agency Address: 

U.S. Senate 220 Hart Building, Washington, D.C. 

Cell Phone: 


b6 

b7C 


Examples: "Prosecution of a local case . " "Requested by Date of Dissemination: 
Sheriff's Office . " "Relates to another agency matter. " 

Dissemination Specifics: DOJ required release of FBI document to the 03/23/2011 

U.S Senate Select Committee on Ethics 
("Committee") to support DOJ's official 

request for the Committee to del ay a 

scheduled witness interview withi I 


Ongoing Dissemination / One * 

Time Dissemination: 

One-time Date: 03/23/2011 

C Ongoing (• One-time 


b6 

b7C 

b7D 


C Oral (• Written 


Short Description of Information Disseminated: 


For example: Interview 302s, Case Files, etc. 

FD-^n? dnrnm enting interview with 




circa 


List All Associated Case Files. If the dissemination is ongoing and information is 
disseminated from case files other than these, a new FD-999 should be completed. 


UNCLASSIFIED 

This document should not be disseminated without FBI approvai 






UNCLASSIFIED 


A 


"1 



If information was disseminated from more than one seriai in the same case file, 
a a seriai numbers may be iisted in one Associated Seriai Number field, (i.e. "i, 5, 
11, 35") If dissemination is ongoing, list ail serials which have been disseminated 
as of the date of this report and end the entry with "and future serials". 


Associated Case ID: Associated Serial Number: 

58C-WF- 241033-302 2 


ADMINISTRATIVE 


FBI Employee Reporting the Dissemination 

Name: 

I I CWF) CFBI) 

(Enter the Last Name, First Name and dick the Find button.) 


Email: 

bfbi.sgov.gov 


Disseminated By: 

P" Same as FBI Employee Reporting the Dissemination — 




|(WF) (FBI) 

(tnt&r we Last Nsm^, HfSt Name and dick the Find button.) 


Email: 


i/5rL- 




@fbi.sgov.gov 


Squad/Unit/RA; 

WFO/NVRA/SQUAD CR-15 

Classification: 


Unclassified C 

Dissemination controls: 

Confidential 

C Secret 



n NOFORN n ORCON 

F FOUO 

F PROPIN F LES 

F RELIDO 

F FISA 


"be 

hlC 


r~ FGI p RELTO 


r Edit Classification Text 

UNCLASSIFIED 


Approved By: 

Name: 

I I (WF) (FBI) 

(Enter the Last Name, First Name and click the Find button.) 


Email: 


ifbi.sgov.gov 


Signature 


Date:, 




II 


ACS UPLOAD INFORMATION 


( 

^nthnr; 


ATTACHMENTS 

Upload to ACS 

F Description: Attachment: 


b6 

b7C 


Case ID: 

UNCLASSIFIED 

This document should not be disseminated without FBI approval 


Serial Num: 






From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Wednesday. March 23, 201 1 6:23 PM 

[pwi ‘ I 



b6 per OGA/FBI 
b7C 


I l <V' 




U.S. Department of Justice, Public Integrity Section 
1400 New York Avenue, N.W., 12th Floor 
Washington, D.C . 20005 

(office) 

(202) 514-3003 (fax) 

From : | I 

Sent: Wednesday. March 23. 2011 6:23 PM 

To: ! 

Subject: | I 


U.S. Department of Justice, Public Integrity Section 
1400 New York Avenue, N.W., 12th Floor 
Washington, D.C . 20005 
[ office) 

(202) 514-3003 (fax) 


1 








U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 


Washington, D.C. 205S0 

March 23, 2011 


Bv Electronic Mail 

John C. Sassaman 

Chief Counsel and Staff Director 

Select Committee on Ethics 

United States Senate 

220 Hart .Senate Office Building 

Washington, D.C. 20510 


Dear Mr. Sassaman: 

Pursuant to the discussio ns and understandings from our phone call today, enclosed is an 

based on an interview conducted on December 17, 2009. We are 

providing this 302 solely for purposes of the Senate Ethics Committee’s investigation into 
Senator Ensign. 


If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 


Very truly yours. 


Public Integrity Section 


Enclosure 



# • 


b6 per OGA/FBI 
b7C 

1 


On 03/28/2011, | ^ | United 

State s Department of Justice. Public Integrity Section, pjjrovided 
to SA I I FBI , documents relating . to ALLEGIAMT -AIR. 

The documents were sent on behalf of | l yAa- United 

States mail on 12/09/2010 from Robert S. RivKin, General' Counsel, 
United States Department of Transportation, Office of the 
Secretary of Transportation. 

A copy of the aforementioned documents have been placed 
in a lA envelope for placement into the substantive case file. 






b6 per OGA/FBI 
b7C 



^41033 


On 03/28/2011, I | United 

State s Department of Justice. Public Integrity Section, provided 
to SA I FBI, documents relating / to ALLEGIj^T , AIR.. 

The documents were sent on behalf of I l "^a hand 

delivery on 12/08/2010 from Robert s! Rivkin,/ General Counsel, 
United States Department of Transportation, Office of the 
Secretary of Transportation. 

A copy of the aforementioned documents have been placed 
in a lA envelope for placement into the substantive case file. 





FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Precedence: ROUTINE 


Date: 04/05/2011 


To: Washington Field 


From: Washington Field 

Squad CR-15/ Northern Virginia Resident Aaencv 

Contact : SA I 


Approved By: 
Drafted By: 


Case ID 
Title : 


#: 58C-WF-241033 ^“^(Pending) 


UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN E. ENSIGN, 


UNITED STATES SENATE (STATE OF K 


EVADA) ! 



CORRUPTION FF.nF.RAT. PORT, TP nEETrTAT..q - LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


b6 

b7C 


b6 

b7C 

b7E 


Synopsis : [ 



b6 

b7C 









On Tuesd ay, May 31, 2011, at approximately 11:45 a.m.. 

Special Agent received items lAl, 1A2, and 1A4 

5 from Department of Justice Paralegal Specialist 
while located at the Department of Justice Bond 
Building, 1400 New York Avenue, Wash ington, D.C., 20005. Items 
IBl and IBIO were also received from | and were placed back 

into evidence at the Northern Virginia Resident Agency (NVRA) on 
this same date. Photocopies of item 1A3 were returned as well; 
however, the original 1A3 was not included. 



b6 

b7C 


1/5 SI. /to 



.01-31-2003) 


m m 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Precedence: ROUTINE Date: 06/06/2011 

To: Washington Field 


From: Washington Field 

Squad OR — 1 S /K lor1~b(=‘rn Virginia RiacjiHAnf- TXn(^nr'\r 

Contact: SA [_ 

Approved By: 

Drafted By: 

Case ID #: 58C-WF-241033 (Pending) lo2- 

Title: UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN E. ENSIGN, 

UNITED STATES SENATE (STATE OF NEVADA) ; 




CORRUPTION FEDERAL PUBLIC OFFICIALS - LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


Synopsis: Misplacement/Loss/Possible Inadvertent Destruction of 
original Evidence Item 1A3 by U.S. Department of Justice/Criminal 
Division/Public Integrity Section. 


b6 

b7C 


b6 

b7C 

b7E 



b7C 

On 03/29/2011, Wa shington Field Division provided Trial 
Attorney | ~| U > S . Department of Justice/Criminal 

Division/Public Integrity Section (DOJ/PIN) , with temporary 
custody of all original lA evidence [e.g. Evidence Items lAl 
through 1A132] collected during the course of captioned 
investigation. This was done to facilitate the electronic 
scanning of collected documentary evidence for Discovery 
purposes. A corresponding "FBI Receipt of Property Form" (FD- 
597) was prepared at the time Washington Field Division released 
the aforementioned original evidence to DOJ/PIN. 






UNCLASSIFIED 




•ft 



To: Washington Field From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-241033, 06/06/2011 


Tria l Attorney [ 


] telephonically 


O n 05/31/2011. 

advised SA I | Washington Field Division/Squad GR- 

IS, that all original lA evidence in DOJ/PIN's custody can be 
returned to Washington Field Division. However, original 
Evidence Item 1A3 has been inadvertently lost /destroyed by 
DOJ/PIN paralegals assigned to this investigation. 


further explained that DOJ/PIN 


Trial Attorney 

personnel have conducted a comprehensive search for Evi dence I tem 
1A3, but have been unable to locate it. Trial Attorney ] | 

will immediately notify Washington Field Division should Evidence 
Item 1A3 be located at a later date. 


Trial Attorney | [ maintained having a scanned 

photocopy of Evidence Item 1A3 in her possession. This photocopy 
will be used to fulfill required Discovery obligations. Trial 
Attorney | | will also provide Washington Field Division with a 

duplicate copy of the photocopied non-original evidence to serve 
as Evidence Item 1A3 until otherwise necessary. 

Evidence Item 1A3 is identified as original notes of 
FBI interview with I 


♦♦ 


b6 

b7C 


b6 

b7C 

b7D 


2 



ir - 
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(Rev. 0i-.3 1-2003) 


FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Precedence: ROUTINE 


Date: 06/07/2011 


To: Washington Field 


From: Washington Field 


Squad CR-15/lSj 

[orthern Virainia Resident Aaencv 

Contact : SA 


Approved By: 

Drafted By: 




b6 

b7C 


Case ID 
Title : 


#: 58C-WF-241033 (Pending) \ 03 



Synopsis: U.S. Senate Select Committee on Ethics' referral to 
U.S. Department of Justice for criminal investigation into 
alleged actions of former U.S. Senator JOHN E. ENSIGN. 


Referral/ Consult 


fU55/v^ 





It should be noted that ENSIGN resigned from the U.S. 
Senate effective 05/03/2011. ENSIGN'S resignation occurred one 
(1) day prior to his scheduled sworn deposition before the SSCE. 


ensign's resignation divested the SSCE from having 
jurisdiction in imposing disciplinary action on ENSIGN. 


♦♦ 


2 
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I. 


INTRODUCnON AND SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 


A. latrodnction 

- The United States Senate Select Committee on Ethics (“SSCE” or “Committee”), assisted 
by Special Counsel, conducted a preliminary Inquiry into certain conduct of Senator John E. 
Ensign.^ The scope of the Preliminary Inquiry included an examination into allegations that 
Senator Ensign violated Senate rules and federal law, including provisions of the criminal code, 
and/or engaged in conduct that reflecting discredit upon the United States Senate regarding the- 
termination of Doug Hampton’s Senate employment, Mr. Hampton’s post-employment contacts 
with the Senate, and payments mad^ to tihe Hamptons, and any other matters as the Committee 
may direct. 

On April 21, 2011, as the Preliminary Inquiry neared its conclusion, Senator Ensign 
announced he would resign as the 24th Senator from the State of Nevada. Senator Ensign’s 
resignation was effective May 3, 2011, the day before his sworn deposition was scheduled to 
begin.^ Although Senator Ensign’s resignation divests the Committee of jurisdiction to impose 
discipline on him as of its effective date. Special Counsel, as required by the goveraing 
Resolution and Rules of the Senate, tenders this Report to the Committee for its consideration in 
the exercise of its continuing authority, obligations, and discretion under the Resolution and 
Rules. 


The Committee’s investigation beg^ after it received a complaint on June 24, 2009, 
from Citizens for Responsibility and Ethics m Washington (“CREW”). CREW supplemented 
that complaint on October 6, 2009. These filiugs presented allegations of sexual 
harassment/employment discrimination, post-employment ban violations, and issues related to 
payments to Douglas and Cynthia Hampton, Senator Ensign’s former Administrative Assistant 
and campaign treasurer. 

Based on these serious allegations and other information available to it, the Committee 
imdertook an extensive Preliminary Inquiry as provided by Rule 3 of its Supplementary 
Procedural Rules, Article I, section 5, clause 2 of the Constifaition of (he United States of 
America provides that “[e]ach House may determine the rules of its proceedings, punish its 
members for disorderly behavior, and, with the concurrence of two-thirds, expel a member.” 
Under the Committee’s authorizing resolution. Senate Resolution 338, 88* Cong, 2d Sess. 
(1964) (“S, Res. 338”), the Committee is anpowered to investigate not only violations of law, 
the Senate Code of Official Conduct, and 1he rules and regulations of the Senate, but also 
“improper conduct which may reflect upon the Senate.” While Senators are expected to comply 
with all laws. Senate Rules and Standards of Conduct, the Senate and the Committee have made 
clear that a Senator’s obligations of ethical behavior go beyond this: 


Special Counsel Carol Elder Bruce was appointed on January 31, 201 1 . 

^ Since the very beginning of the investigation. Committee staff has been in communication with 
Senator Ensign through his counsel and offered him the opportunity to provide any information or legal 
arguments he wanted the Committee to consider, and he has availed himself of this opportunity. Special 
Counsel continued this policy after her appointment. 
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Certain condiict has been deemed by tbe Senate in prior cases to be 
unethical and improper even though such conduct may not 
necessarily have violated any written law, or Senate rule or 
regulation. Such conduct has been characterized as “improper 
conduct which may reflect upon the Senate,” and has provided the 
basis for the Senate’s most serious disciplinary cases in modem 
times.^ •••. • 

During the course of the 22 month investigation, Committee staff, later joined by Special 
Coimsel, conducted 72 witness intemews and depositions, including members of Senator 
Ensign’s current ^d former staff and numerous third parties. The staffs for the Committee and 
Special Counsel also reviewed over a half million documents received from numerous sources, 
including Senator Ensign and his staff. Included in the materials reviewed were hundreds of • 
documents previously withheld or not disclosed that were produced after the Special Counsel 
was appointed and challenged the basis for the non-disclosure. • 

Special Counsel was careftd not to seek intimate details of the extramarital affair 
referenced in the initial complaint. Whether a person is unfaithful to his or her spouse is 
generally the couple’s own business to deal with, perhaps, in private communications with 
wronged spouses, marriage counselors, and others, and to surface the infidelity only if and when 
there is some public complaint or settlement made (such as in divorce proceedings or private 
resolutions). Reconciliation or resolution in private can protect the families involvM and serve 
the greater good. This is no less true if one of the individuals is a public official. This case, 
however, involved two individuals whose employment and financial weU being were dependent 
upon the Senator who employed them. This situation placed these individuals, in a particularly 
vulnerable situation. 

Further, although concealment is part of the anatomy of an affair, the concealment 
conduct in this case by Senator Ensign exceeded the normal acts of discretion and created a web 
of deceit that entangled and compromised numearous people, including a loyal Chief of Staff, was 
an abuse of the Senator's power, and raised serious issues of violations within the Committee's 
jurisdiction- Therefore, the details of the affair itself and the concealment activities are. presented 
only to the extent relevant to establish the basis and context of the actions that led to the alleged 
violations. 

As will be developed below, it is Special Counsel’s determination that substantial 
credible evidence exists that gives substantial cause to conclude that Senator Ensign engaged in 
violations of law and of Senate Rules within the Committee’s jurisdiction under S. Res. 338, as 
amended, including improper conduct which reflects upon the Senate under Section 2(a)(1) of S. 
Res. 338. Had Senator Ensign not resigned the Special Counsel would have recommended that 
the Committee initiate an adjudicatory review for the purpose of considering the appropriateness 
of disciplinary action against the Senator. The Special Counsel is confident that the evidence 
that would have been presented in an adjudicatory hearing would have been substantial a nd 
sufficient to warrant the consideration of the sanction of expulsion. Special Counsel notes, 

^ Senate Ethics Manual (“Manual”), Appendix E, at 432. 
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thou^, that Senator Ensign, by resigning before the Special Counsel could question him under 
oath in a deposition about the facts, did not have the opportunity to challenge factual assertions 
and evidence, the Special Counsel’s interpretation of the facts, or the strength of the case against 
him. 


B- SmnmairY of Findings 

Based on the record in this matter, the Special Counsel respectfully submits that there is 
substantial credible evidence that provides substantial cause to conclude that Senator Ensign 
violated Senate Rules and federal civil and criminal laws, and engaged in improper conduct 
reflecting upon the Senate, thus betraying the public trust and bringing discredit to the Senate. 
The following summarizes the Special Counsel’s findings, • 

• There Is Substantial Credible Evidence That Senator Etisipn Conspired to 
Violate, and Aided and Abetted IVhr. Hampton’s Violations of The Post 
Employment Contact Ban. 18 U.S.C. § 207. 

o Senator Ensign facilitated Mr. Hanipton’sunla^vful post-employment 
lobbying by pressuring contributors and constituents to hire Mr. Hampton 
even thou';^ he had no public policy experience or value as a lobbyist other 
than access to the Senator and his office. For example, when a pro min ent 
Nevada constituent declined to hire Mr. Hampton, Senator Ensign 
instructed John Lopez, his Chief of Staff, to “jack him up to high heaven” 
and inform the constituent that he was “cut off’ from Senator Ensign and 
could not contact him any longer. 

o Senator Ensign agreed with Mr. Hampton and Mr. Lopez, to have Mr. 
Lopez be the point person for Mr. Hampton’s contacts with the Senator’s 
ofBce in order to provide Mr. Hampton with the necessary assistance for his 
lobbying efforts during his post-employment period, and not for the 
purpose of making certain that Mr. Hampton complied with lobbying 
restrictions. 

o Contemporaneous email communications reveal that Senator Ensign agreed 
to and encouraged the improper contacts between Mr, Hampton and Mr. 
Lopez, Additionally, according to Mr. Lopez, Senator Ensign wanted him 
to assist Mr. Hampton, and wanted.it “out of sight, out of mind,” so that Mr. 
Lopez could “take the heat on his [the Senator’s] behalf.” 

o Mr. Hampton improperly contacted Senator Ensign’s office regarding at 
least twelve different client matters, and initiated at least thirty improper 
contacts to Senator Ensign’s office and various other Senate offices during 
his one-year post-employment ban period. 

o Senator Ensign communicated with Mr. Hampton and took action on behalf 
of his clients, including the following matters, among others, which are 
explained in detail m this Report: (1) a Department of Transportation 



(“DOT”) enforcement action that was successfully resolved with a small 
fine; (2) a draft environmental impact study; and (3) facilitating high-level 
meetings between one of Mr. Hampton’s clients and the DOT Secretary, as 
well as other Senators. 

o Before and after Mr. Hampton’s termination and during the time period 
when the Senator was helping Mr. Hampton get clients, Senator Ensign 
instituted office policies that had the effect of making Mr, Hampton’ s 
contacts harder to detect, including a shredding policy, discouraging use of 
official Senate email accounts in favor of Gmail, and directing that all 
inquiries of the/ Committee go throu^ Mr. Lopez, the person he directed to 
interact with Mr. Hampton. 

There Is Substantial Credible Evidence That Senator Ensign and Hi.<j Parents 
Made False or Misleading Statements to the Federal Election Commission 
Regarding the $96.000 Payment to the Hamptons, 

o A $96,000 payment to Mt. Hampton, Ms. Hampton, and two of their three 
children from the Ensign Family Trust Fund, made at the time the 
Hamptons were terminated from the Senator’s employ, constituted a 
severance payment, and Senator Ensign’s affidavit to the Federal Election 
Commission (“FEC”) that the payment was not severance is false. 

o Senator Ensign referred to the payment as severance on multiple occasions, 
including: (1) during an emergency staff meeting on June 15, 2009, when 
he disclosed his affair with Ms. Hampton to his Senate office staff; (2) in 
multiple drafts of a public katement in which the Senator publicly disclosed 
an affair with Ms. Hampton; (3) in credible testimony froni at least four 
witnesses, one of whom stated that Senator Ensign said “I’m going to give 
him as much severance as possible”; and (4) in his own personal journal 
entries, written in June 2009, over a year after the payment was made, 
describing his intent to “help them transition into their new life.”- 

o Evidence revealed that the term “severance” was removed from Senator 
Ensign’s final June 2009 public statement not because Senator Ensign no 
longer believed the payment to be severance, but because he received legal 
counsel informing him that calling it severance could expose him to a host 
of criminal charges.'^ 

o Senator Ensign’s parents’ affidavits to the EEC are also misleading and 
potentially false. The affidavits stated that the $96,000 payment was part of 
their pattern of giving to the Hamptons, and cited payment of an all- 


* Special Counsel reviewed the document containing this legal advice, which had previously been 
withheld as privileged, and determined that the document was not privileged because it was addressed to ■ 
a third party, not to Senator Ensign. The Senator has abandoned his prior claim of privilege as to this 
documeuL 


expenses paid trip to Hawaii in 2006 for the Hamptons as support for this 
pattern of giving. The FEC credited and relied upon these affidavits in 
dismissing a complaint against Senator Ensign and his campaign, despite a 
recommendation by EEC staff counsel that an investigation be opened, 

o There was no evidence of any “pattern of giving” from Michael or Sharon ' 
Ensign to the Hamptons. The senior Ensigns and Mr. Hampton had a 
contentious relationship not conducive to large monetary gifts and a 
“pattern of giving,” and had never directly given the Hamptons a gift 
before. Additionally, the senior Ensigns had never given a single gift from 
the Ensign Family Trust Fund of the size of the Hampton payment to any 
non-family member, and also had no pattern or practice of giving 
significant gifts to any friends of their children. 

There is Substantial Credible Evidence That a Portion of the $96,000 
Payment Constituted an Unlawfni and Unreported Campaign Contribution 
and Violated Federal Law and a Senate Rule Prohibiting Unofficial Office 
Accounts. 

o The part of the payment that was severance to Ms. Hampton constitutes ah 
excessive and illegal campaign contribution pursuant to the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (“FECA”) because it exceeded the $2,000 
limit for authorized political committees and the $5,000 limit for other 
political committees. The payment, as well as the failure' to report the 
payment, are violations of federal civil and criminal law. 

o The part of the payment that was severance to Mr, Hampton would also 
constitute an improper unofficial office account as it was a payment from a 
private person, in this case the Ensign Family Trust Fund, to defray official 
expenses. 

There Is Snbstantial Credible Evidence That Senator. Ensign Permitted 
Spoliation of Poemnents and Engaged in Potential Obstruction of .Tustice 
Violations. 


o Senator Ensign deleted relevant documents and files after he knew they, 
were likely to be subje.ct to a legal claim and before and after formal 
notices to retain all documents relevant to the Preliminary Inquiry were 
issued. 

o Senator Ensign should reasonably have known no later than June 15, 2009, 
that this evidence could be relevant to anticipated legal proceedings, and 
has stated through counsel that he did in fact anticipate legal proceedings 
as to the matters at issue in the Preliminary Inquiry no later than that date. 

o Senator Ensign’s Gmail account, which the Senator generally used iustead 
of his official Senate email account and was thus not backed up on the 


Senate server, was .deleted and replaced on October 1, 2009. 

Consequently, this important account was not available to be reviewed by 
the Committee’s information technology vendor, 

o • Additionally, the evidence establishes that Senator Ensign deleted at least 5 
relevant documents after an October 21, 2009 document retention notice 
issued by the Committee, including a docuinent that directly contradicted 
the Senator’s assertion that the payment to the Hamptons was not 
severmce. There is no evidence that the Senator took any steps at any time 
to alter his email deletion practices or to enstire that his office was retaining 
Ms emails pertinent to the matters at issue in the Preliminary Inquiry. • 

There Is Substantial Credible Evidence That Senator Ensign Discriminated 
on the Basis of Sex and Engaged in Improper Conduct Reflecting Upon the 
Senate by Terminating the Hamptons* Employment Because of the Affairl 

o Senator Ensign engaged in and continued an extramarital affair with Ms. 
Hampton, an employee of the Senator’s campaign committee and his 
leadership PAC, even though it was imwelcome to her, and then 
determined that the affair made it impossible for either of the Hamptons to 
continue working for him. 

o According to Ms. Hampton, the affair caused her considerable emotional 
distress, she repeatedly sou^t to end it, and she repeatedly expressed 
concern to Senator Ensign about losing her job. Senator Ensign 
nonetheless persisted in seeking to continue the affair, initiating constant 
and even relentless contacts after promising to end the affair multiple 
times. 

o Senator Ensign had enormous power over the Hampton family at the time 
of the affair. He controlled the sole sources of income for both Mr. and 
Ms. Hampton, provided tuition and other financial assistance to the family, 
and had maintained a very close personal relationsMp -with the family for 
years. 

There Is Substantial Credible Evidence That Senator Ensign Violated His 
Own Senate Office Policies. 


o Senator Ensign violated Ms own Senate office policies, including, among 
oMers, policies regarding fraternization and sexual harassment based on Ms 
affair with Ms. Hampton. 

o The Senator engaged in conduct that would have been the basis for 

termination of one of his own employees pursuant to the Senator’s written 
office policies. It is reasonable to conclude that a violation of the Senator’s 
own office policies serious enough to warrant termination also constitutes 
improper conduct reflecting upon the S enate. 






C. The Special Counsel Recommends Referrals to the Departnient of Justice 
and the Federal Election Commission 


The Special Counsel respectfully subnaits that the Conomittee should refer under Section 
2(a)(6) of S. Res. 338 and Rule 7(a) of the Committee’s Supplementary Procedural Rules of the 
matters outlined herein to the Department of Justice for furdier investigation and considraation of 
whether criminal prosecution of Senator Ensign is warranted for aiding and abetting a violation 
of 18 U.S.C. § 207, or conspiring to violate that statute, for making false statements, for ' 
obstruction of justice, and for violations of federal campaign laws. The SpecialCounsel further 
submits that the Committee should also refer of this matter to the EEC to review its prior 
findings regarding Senator Ensign and his campaign and determine whether further investigation 
of potential Eolations of federal campaign laws is appropriate. 

n. FINPINGSOFFACT 

A. Factual Background 

■ John Eric Ensign was bom on March 25, 1958, in Roseville, California. He was raised in 
Las Vegas, Nevada by his mother, Sharon, and his stepfather, Michael Ensign, along with two 
other siblings. . Senator Ensign was formally adopted by Michael Ensign when he was nine years 
old. Michael Ensign has long been involved with the casino industry in Nevada and is the 
former chairman and CEO of Mandalay Resort Group. 

Senator Ensign holds a Bachelor’s degree from Oregon State University, and received his 
degree as a Doctor of Veterinary Medicine from Colorado State University in 1985. Senator 
Ensign subsequently practiced veterinary medicine, and opened the first 24-hour animal hospital 
inLas Vegas. 

Senator Ensign married Darlene (Sciaretta) Ensign in 1987 and they have three children, 
a 19 year old son, a 16 year old daughter, and a 14 year old son. Darlene grew up in Anaheim, 
California and attended Canyon School in Anaheim Hills, California, with Cynthia 
(Barnes) Hampton. Cindy and Darlene continued their friendship after graduating fromhi^ 
school in 1981. Ms. Hampton met Doug Hampton in 1985 at the restaurant where she worked. 
She was 22 years old at the time. Senator Ensign became acquainted with Cindy and Doug 
Hampton sometime in 1986 throng his wife when both couples were stiU dating. The Ensigns 
were married at a Catholic church in Boulder City, Nevada, on November 7, 1987, and the 
reception was at a hotel on the Las Vegas strip. Ms. Hampton was a bridesmaid at the Ensign 
wedding. The Hamptons were married on January 4, 1988. The Hamptons had a son in 1990, 
and then had twins, a boy and a girl, in 1992. The oldest Ensign child is just days younger than 
the Hamptons’ twins, and the children became close as the families spent more time together. 

Doug Hampton and Senator Ensign became good frieaids after their respective marriages. 
Darlene Ensign’s parents lived in Southern California, and John and Darlene would come to visit 
them, during which visits, Mr. Hampton and Mr. Ensign golfed and played basketball, ar^ 
became very close friends. The Ensigns and Hamptons vacationed together hi the smnmers at 
the Ensigns’ lake house just outside of Barstow, California. Mi. Ensign and Mr. Hampton would 
also travel to golf tournaments held by the Jonathan Coe Foundation, a charity started by Tim 


Coe, Senator Ensign’s long-standing spiritual advisor. Senator Ensign and Mr. Hampton also 
started a Christian-inen’s golf tournament in Las Vegas, and held the event at least twice. 

In 1994, Senator Ensign was elected to a seat in the U.S. House of Representatives, 
where he served xmtil 1998. He was the Representative for Nevada’s 1st District, which covers 
Las. Vegas and portions of unuicorporated Clark County. Mr. Lopez, who would later serve as 
Senator Ensign’s Chief of Staff during the critical time periods of this investigation, began 
working for then Congressman Ensign in 1995, first as a legislative assistant and later as a senior 
legislative assistant. In 1998, Senator Ensign ran an unsuccessful campaign for Senate against 
incumbent Senator Harry Reid, losing by 428 votes after a ballot recount. Mr. Lopez served as 
Senator Ensign’s Northern Nevada..Coordiaator in that campaign. 

Two years later, the other Senate seat in Nevada opened due to Senator Bryan’s 
retirement Senator Ensign ran for the seat and was elected on November 7, 2000. He started his 
first term in the U.S. Senate in January 2001. 

While in Washington, D.C., Senator Ensign resided at a townhouse known as the “C 
Street Center.” Tim Coe was one of the spiritual leaders of the International Foundation, the • 
organization that counseled Members of Congress and others at the C Street Center and 
organized the annual National Prayer Breakfast. Tim Coe first met Senator Ensign in 1994 and 
became very close with him, counseling him on a weekly basis for various personal and spiritual 
issues. 


Since early 2006, Senator Ensign has- held positions on various Senate Committees 
including: Armed Services; Budget; Commerce, Science & Transportation; Finance; Health, 
Education, Labor & Peosions; Homeland Security; Rules & Administration; and Veterans 
Affairs.^ Notably, during the time period relevant to this investigation (r.e., between 2007 and 
2009), Senator il^ign served on the Aviation Operations, Safety, and Security and Science, 
Technology, and Innovation Subcommittees of the Committee for Commerce, Science and 
Transportation. As of April 1, 2011, he was the ranking member of the Communications, 
Technology & The Internet Subcommittee of the Commerce, Science and Transportation 
Committee; Healthcare Subcommittee of the Finance Cormnittee; and the Ad Hoc Subcommittee 
on Disaster Recovery & Intergovernmental Affairs of the Homeland Security Committee. 

Senator Ensign was elected Chairman of the National Republican Senatorial Committee 
(“NRSC”) in November 2006, making him the fourth highest leader in the Republican Party at 
the time. Senator Ensign’s ChainnansMp inareased his national profile. Senator Ensign also 
■visited Iowa in May 2009, creating speculation that he was considering a Presidential election 
campaign. 

Senator Ensign hired Michael and Lindsey Slanker to work as the NRSC’s Political 
Dicector and Finance Director, respectively. Mr. Slanker had pre-viously managed Senator 
Ensign’s 1998 and 2000 election campaigns. Around the time that the. Slankers worked for the 


^ See United States Senate, Conunittees, available at 

http://www.scnate.gov/pagelavout/tcference/three column table/committee assignments.htm. 




NRSC, the Ensigns and the Slankers became family friends, and ultimately die Slankers and 
Hamptons became friends as well. 

The Hamptons moved to Las Vegas in 2004. According to Ms. Hampton, it “was their 
[Doug and Senator Ensign’s] dream to always live by each other.” Further, per Ms. Hampton, 
Senator Ensign and Mr. Hampton sou^t to facilitate a relationship between their families to 
“walk through life together,” a term used by the International Foundation spiritual advisors to 
Senator Ensign, 

Before the Hamptons finished moving to Las Vegas, Senator Ensign contacted Senator 
Reid, who assisted in getting Doug Hampton a job at Nevada Power (later NV Energy). Senator 
• Ensign also told Ms. Hampton, in Her words, that “he could probably find me a spot on the • 

campaign!” Mr. Hampton moved to Las Vegas before the rest of his family, and he lived with 
the Ensigns while awaiting the sale of his home in California and for his family to move to Las 
Vegas. The home the Hamptons purchased in Summerlin, Nevada was in the same gated 
community as the Ensign home, and was less than a three-minute walk to the Ensign home. 

Mr. Hampton worked in NV Energy’s conservation department, Mr, Hampton was 
responsible for implementation of renewable energy programs, Ms. Hampton recdled that Mr. 
Hampton and Senator Ensign traveled to play golf with Walt Higgins, Nevada Power’s 
President. Ms. Hampton also recalled that after Doug began working for Nevada Power, the 
company paid for Doug’s golf membership at an exclusive, expensive TPC course in Nevada. 
According to Ms. Hampton, “they [NV Energy] liked that he had a relationship with the Senator. 
They gave Doug a golf membership to TPC by our home. And he was able to go and golf with 
the Senator whenever the Senator wanted to.” 

Records from the TPC golf course indicate that NV Energy (then Sierra Pacific 
Resources) paid a $15,000 initiation fee for a corporate designee membership for Mr. Hampton, 
and paid for Mr. Hampton’s business expenses at the course. Mr. Hampton was a member of the 
club from May 2, 2005 until December 28, 2006'. Senator Ensign was also a member of the club, 
from approximately July 14, 2004 until July 23, 2010. Senator Ensign played multiple rounds of 
golf with Mr. Hampton and had meals with him at the facility. Mr. Hampton left NV Energy in 
November 2006, and his TPC membership was transferred to a different NV Energy employee. 

Senator Ensign and Doug Hampton played golf together very often, and would typically 
play both days of the weekend. Mr. Hampton and Senator Ensign were “addicted to golf.” Tlie 
Ensigns and the Hamptons would then oftrai meet together for a family dinner on- Sundays. 
Accor^g to Senator Ensi^’s faflier, Mike Ensign, the couples were “always” together: “we 
would see them [the Hamptons], and we would see their kids when we would visit John and his 
family. And they were always invited to everything, no matter what, if it was a dinner, this or 
that. They were always there. They were best friends. And the kids were best friends.” 

Mr. Hampton borrowed money from Senator Ensign, including a $20,000 unsecured loan 
when their children were young. Mr. Hampton paid some of the funds back, but after the affair 
was disclosed, Senator Ensign forgave the loan. The Hamptons also borrowed money from the 
Ensigns to refinance their home in 2004 ($15,000) and 2006 ($25,000); the home was valued at 
over one million dollars and was too expensive for the Hamptons to otherwise afford. The 




Hamptons could not afford to send their children to the same school the Ensign children attended 
and, over Ms. Hampton’s objection, the Ensigns paid for the Hampton children to attend the 
school. The Ensigns paid approximately $15,170 in September 2006,' and $23,970 in July 2007, 
for school tuitions and various other smaller amounts for expenses and school activities. The 
Hampton children attended public school for a period of time, but the Basigns continued to insist 
on paying tuition, so the Hampton children attended the school. Ms. Hampton was the primary 
car pool driver for the Ensign and Hampton children. After the affair, the Ensigns stopped 
paying for the school, forcing the Hamptons to borrow approximately $20,000 from Ms. 
Hampton’s father to permit the children to finish their education at the school. 

Ms. Hampton also recalled Mps they took with the Ensigns, including two trips to Napa 
Valley, summer vacation trips to Bestow, California, a family trip to Lake Tahoe, a trip to Del 
Mar, California, a trip to Washington State, and a trip with the Senator ^d Darlene Ens ign to 
Hawaii in December 2006. The Ensigns typically paid for those trips and expenses on the trips. 

In 2006, Senator Ensign’s Chief of Staff, Scott Bensing, announced he was leaving the 
office to work as Executive Director of the NRSC. Mr. Lopez had been working as Senator 
Ensign’s Deputy Chief of Staff prior to Mr. Bensing’ s departure; and had held a variety of 
legislative and campaign positions with Senator Ensign and other lawmakers over the past fifteen 
years. Mr. Lopez was interested in the vacant Chief of Staff position based on his experience 
and years of service for Senator Ensign. According to jMr. Lopez, Senator Ensign and he had 
always had a professional, but not a close personal', relationship, calling it “an inch deep and a 
mile wide.” Mr. Lopez felt that, even with Mr. Lopez’s strong congressional office and 
legislative experience, the Senator preferred the company of “alpha males” as his confidantes 
and friends, so Mr. Lopez was not surprised when the Senator expressed reservations to him 
about Mr. Lopez taking on the Chief of Staff position. 

Senator Ensign then had the idea that he could hire Doug Hampton as his Administrative 
Assistant, who could take on certain tasks for which he did not believe Mr. Lopez to be well- 
suited, and then Mr. Lopez could take the Chief of Staff position. Senator Ensign believed that 
Mr. Hampton had significant management training in prior positions, and claimed that Mr. 
Hampton was a “management guru” and had been trained in Japanese corporate management 
skills. Prior to working at NV Energy, Mr. Hampton worked at the Tom James Company as a 
cloflimg salesman, at McDonnell Douglas as a Manager, and as a business pastor of a church in 
California. 

Mr. Lopez then divided Senate office responsibilities between the two positions: Mr. 
Hampton was responsible for management and oversight of the state offices and all personnel 
and administrative issues; Mr. Lopez, given his Capitol Hill experience, was responsible for all 
legislative and communications issues. Mr. Hampton began work for Senator Ensign as his 
Administrative Assistant in November 2006. 

B. Senator Ensign*s Affair with Cynthia Hampton 

Cynthia Hampton was hired as Assistant Treasurer by the Senator’s campaign committee. 
Ensign for Senate (“EPS”), in June 2004 and became Treasurer after the 2006 electionu She also 
became treasurer of the Senator’s leadership PAC, BattleBom PAC, in February 2008, and 
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received an increase in pay based on these additional duties.® Ms. Hampton’s job was part-time, 
and she received positive job reviews from those who reviewed her work. Although the schedule 
varied, when Doug Hainpton took the job as Administrative Assistant on the Senator’s staff in 
Washington, D.C., he typically would spend three to four days of the work week in Washington, 
and one day in Las Vegas,, sometimes working out of the Senator’s Las Vegas office. When Mr. 
Hampton was home on the weekends, he would spend a lot of the time golfing with Senator 
Ensign. 


In November 2007, the Hampton home in Summerlin, Nevada was burglarized during the 
daytime. Although they were in Nevada at the time, none of the Hampton family members were 
home at the time of the incident.. The burglars entered the home by breaking into the downstairs 
guest bathroom, and they stole electronics and jewelry. When Mr. Hampton came home, he saw 
that the front door to the home was left open, and suspected that something had occurred. Ms. 
Hampton was afraid to stay in the home, and the Ensigns offered to let the Hamptons stay in 
their home until the door was repaired and Ms. Hampton felt safe to return to the home. Senator 
Ensign said “well, you guys are going to have to come and stay with me.” 

The extramarital ^fair between Senator Ensign and Ms. Hampton began after the 
Hamptons moved into the Ensigns’ home following the burglary. As noted above, the Special 
Counsel did not inquire uitb the intimate details of the affair, but did inquire as to the initiation, 
timing, and duration of the affair. 

Senator Ensign initiated the affair by contacting Ms. Hampton and asking her to meet 
with him. She asked Senator Ensign if he “lost [his] mind,” and he replied “yes.” Senator 
Ensign was very persistent and relentless in pursuing Ms. Hampton. According to Ms. Hampton, 
Senator Ensiga ‘^'ust [wouldn’t] stop,” and “kept calling and calling,” and “would never take no 
for an answer.” 

Ms. Hampton was iu a vulnerable emotional state and a “mess” at the time Senator 
Ensign was pursuing her, as her home had been burglarized, a family member was undergoing . 
medical treatment, and Mr, Hampton’s travel schedule back and fortih to Washington gave them 
little time to be together. Ms. Hampton ultimately yielded to Senator Ensign’s pleas. Senator 
Ensign and Ms. Hampton met “periodically on the weekends” during the affair. 

At the time the affair began, Ms. Hampton’s sole source of income was her work for the 
EES and BattleBom. Mr. Hampton’s sole source of income was from his work as the Senator’s 
Administrative Assistant. Senator Ensign had the power to fire both Ms. Hampton and Mr, 
Hampton. 

Once the affair began, Ms. Hampton had serious concerns about her job with Senator 
Ensign’s campaign. She stated that “I just didn’t want to lose my job. I loved my job. I loved 
the people I worked with ... I had a lot of fear of losing my job,” Ms. Hampton repeatedly 


Although the timing of the increase in pay is coincidental to the timing of the affair between 
Senator Ensign and Ms. Hampton, there is no evidence to suggest that the increase was related to the 
affair. Ivfs. Hampton replaced the previous Treasurer, who was fired from the position because of alleged 
embezzlement, and her increased duties warranted a pay increase. 



conunumcated her concerns about her job to Senator Ensign, Ms. Hampton sought counseling 
beginning in approximately February 2008, and continuing during the affair, and was advised to 
tell Senator Ensign to stop contacting her, and that she wanted to continue working as his 
campaign treasurer. Senator Ensign told Ms. Hampton that “I’U do everything I can to keep you 
[employed].” . 

1. Mr. Hampton^s Discovery of the Affair 

Mr. Hampton found out about the affair on December 23, 2007, while he and his wife 
were on the way to the airport to pick up their son for the holidays. Senator Ensig n was in a 
separate car on the way to the airport to greet the Hamptons’ son as well. While waiting in his 
car as Ms. Hampton went to pick up their son’s girlfriend from her home on the way to the 
airport, Mr, Hampton saw that his wife left her cell phone in the car and he viewed a text 
message from Senator Ensign to Ms. Hampton that made clear an affair was occurring. Press 
reports indicate the text message stated “How wonderful it is ... Scared, but excited.”^ 

When Ms. Hampton came back to the car, Mr. Hampton stated “I know what you and 
John are doing.” Mr. Hampton then called Senator Ensign and said that he knew what was 
happening. Senator Ensign did not inform Darlene Ensign at the time. When the cars were 
parked in the airport parking lot, Mr. Hampton jumped out of his car and chased Senator Ensign 
in the airport parking lot. Ms. Hampton went into the airport and sat there for “hours.” Ms. 
Hampton later took a taxi back to her home. Once she was home, Mr. Hampton sou^t to get the 
couples together to talk about what occurred. 

On December 24, 2007, the Hamptons went to the Ensigns’ home, and the four adults 
met in Senator Ensign’s home office. Both. Senator Ensign and Ms. Hampton stated that the 
affair would stop, and Senator Ensign wept and apologized. The Ensigns and Hamptons then 
had a meeting with their children. The families then celebrated Christmas together. According 
to Ms. Hampton, had Senator Eusign stopped pursuing her at that time, as he had committed to 
do before both families, the affair would have ended at that time. 

In January 2008, Senator Ensign began texting Ms. Hampton again, and the affair 
resumed, Ms. Hampton was very despondent during this time frame. Senator Ensign gave Ms.- 
Hampton $3,000 in cash to purchase items for herself and to use for hotel rooms in Las Vegas 
that Ms. Hampton reserved in her name at his request for their clandestine meetings, because “it 
always had to be under my name, it could never be under his name.” 

. Senator Ensign told Ms. Hampton on more than one occasion that he wanted to marry 
her. Senator Ensign told Ms. Hampton that he wanted to marry her while they attended the 
National Prayer Breakfast in Washington, 

During a Congressional Delegation trip (a “CODEL”) to Iraq and Afghanistan from 
February 7, 2008 to February 12, 2B08, Senator Ensign repeatedly contacted Ms. Hampton. 
Telephone bills from the calls she received from Senator Ensign while he was oh the CODEL 


’ Text Message Exposed Senator Ensign's Affair, Associated Press, Nov. 23, 2009. Mr. Hampton 

also stated the text of the message during his television appearance on Nightline on November 23, 2009. 
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totaled nearly $1,000. Senator Ensign gave Ms. Hampton money to pay the telephone bill, and 
Ms. Hampton obtained a cashier’s check to make the payment. Mr. Hampton, who was also on 
the trip, became aware of the. continued contact between Senator Sisign and Ms. Hampton. He 
asked to borrow Senator Ensign’s cell phone to call Ms. Hampton, and Senator Ensign scrolled 
to a name listing for “Aunt Judy” rather than Ms, Hampton’s real name. The call history on the 
phone also disclosed to Mr, Hampton that the affair was continuing. 

2. Mr. Hampton Seeks Assistance to End the AJffair and an 
“Intervention” Is Held 


When Mr, Hamptonretumed from the CODEL trip, he immediately sou^t the assistance 
of Tim Coe, Senator Ensign’s long-time spiritual advisor, to assist with ending the affair. Mr. 
Coe recommended that they bring in a “higher authority, someone much bigger than me,” and 
approached Senator Tom Cobum. Senator Cobum was also a resident of the C Street Center, 
and was a close spiritual and .personal confidant to Tim Coe and to Senator Ensign. 

Senator Cobum, Mr. Coe, David Coe (Tim Coe’s brother and fellow spiritual advisor to' 
the International Foundation), Mr. Hampton, and Marty Sherman decided to confront Senator 
Ensign about the affair and ^d so as soon as he returned to Washington, D.C. from the CODEL 
on Valentine’s Day,.Febraary 14, 2008. They confronted Senator Ensign at the C Street House. 
Senator Ensign “started to lie,” but he was told that “we know the trath,” and then Senator 
Ensign confessed to the affair. Senator Ensign was told that the affair had to stop. Mr. Hampton 
was very emotional during the meeting, and at one point got very close to a physical 
confrontation with Senator Ensign. Senator Cobum asked Mr. Hampton to leave, stating “we’ll 
take it from here. We’ll take care of this.” 

At that confrontation. Senator Ensign agreed to write what appeared to be a sincerely 
apologetic letter to Ms, Hampton ending the affair. Senator Ensign wrote the letter, and Mr. 
Sherman mailed it from a Federal Express mailing facility. After it was mailed. Senator Ensign 
imihediately called Ms. Hampton to alert her about the confrontation and to tell her to disregard 
the letter, which he had written only for the benefit of the men who were confronting tiifn. 

On Febraary 16, 2008, two days after the mtervention, Tim Coe received a call from 
Doug Hampton. Mr. Hampton was looking for the Senator to have him sign some documents for 
the NRSC, and saw his car and Ms, Hampton’s car parked in a parking lot of a hotel close to 
their Summerlin neighborhood. Mr. Coe “pleaded with him [Hampton] to go home.” Mr. Coe 
called Senator Ensign and stated ‘T know exactly where you are. I know exactly what you are 
doing. Put your pants on and go home.” Senator Ensign initiahy said he would not leave the 
hotel room, telling Mr. Coe “I can’t, I love her [Ivis. Hampton].” Senator Ensi^i ultimately 
agreed to leave the hotel. After he left the hotel, Senator Easign told Mr, Coe that he wanted to 
marry Ms. Hampton. 

The following day, Febraary 17, 2008, Mr. and Ms. Hampton went to Senator Ensign’s 
home early in the morning to talk ^out the affair. Darlene Ensign was in California at the timp. 
with her daughter. Mr. Hampton wanted the affair to stop, and wanted “things to go back to how 
they were.” It was “not a good meeting” because Senator Ensign stated ftiat he was in love with 
Ms. Hampton and wanted to marry her and that Doug could not work for him any longer. 


According to Ms. Hampton, the Senator subsequently told her that her husband had to leave the 
Senate office because he did not want Doug to be aware of the Senator’s schedule, and that 
Senator Ensign would place fictitious events on his schedule so he could meet with Ms. 
Hampton. 

Senator Ensign subsequently called Darlene Ensign to inform her of his continued 
feelings for Ms. Hampton. Senator Ensi^i then moved out of the family home to live with his 
parents for a time praiod. Senator Ensign’s State Director confirmed lhat she picked Senator 
Ensign up from his parents’ home for a period, and knew that the Senator was separated from his 
wife. Ms. Hampton testified that Senator Ensign informed his parents of the affair, and was told 
by his parents to stop the. affair. Ms-. Hampton stated that the affair stopped for a period of time, 
but “then he started right back up again.” 

3. The Affair Continues until .Tulv 2008 

The affair continued after the February 17, 2008 meeting in the Ensign home and after 
Senator Ensign moved out of his home to live with his parents. Senator Ensign gave Ms. 
Hampton money to purchase two new cellular phones to be used exclusively so that they could 
communicate without detection. Records from these phones were retrieved and showed 
numerous text messages from Senator Ensign to Ms. Hampton. Specifically, 76 text messages 
were exchanged between Senator Ensign and Ms. Hampton from March 7, 2008 to March 10, 
2008. Darlene Ensign became aware of these new phones, and they were disconnected. Senator 
Ensign wanted to buy two more phones, but Ms. Hampton declined because she did not want the 
contact to continue. 

Senator Ensign also created email accounts with fictitious names in order to email Ms. 
Hampton, including “fredschwartz72@yahoo.com,” “mariaschwart2@yahoo.com,” and 
“maryholland82@yahoo.com.” Senator Ensign called Ms. Hampton multiple times during this 
period from various locations at the Capitol, the Senate gym, and from New York while on a 
fund-raising trip. • 

Mr. Coe continued his efforts to stop the affair. Mr. Coe decided that Senator Cobum 
was not “big enough,” so he decided to involve Senator Ensign’s father, Michael Ensign. Mr. 
Coe gave Michael Ensign’s cell phone number to Senator Cobum, and Senator Cobum agreed to 
call Micbael Ensign. According to Mr. Coe’s detailed and specific recollection, a call between 
Senator Cobum and Michael Ensign “absolutely” occurred. Michael Ensign stated that he 
appreciated the call, and “he’d handle it.” After that call, Senator Ensign called Mr. Coe. Mr. 
Coe testified that “I’ve never seen him so angry.” Senator Ensign “cursed” at Mr. Coe, a fact 
Mr. Coe recalled because “he’s never cursed me before, and he was very, very upset.” Senator 
Ensign then yelled “all sorts of expletives,” and told Mr. Coe that he had no ri^t to involve his 
father. Senator Ensign hung up on Mr. Coe before he could respond. Mr. Coe had “never seen 
•that character before in him [Senator Ensign].” S^iator Coburn denied speaking with Michael 
Ensign after he was informed about the affair. Michael Ensign did not recall whether a call with 
Senator Coburn had taken place, but in response to a question from the Special Counsel, Michael 
Ensign allowed as how the call may have taken place. 





Additionally, a second confrontation occurred at the C Street Center approximately a 
month after the Fehniary 1.4, 2008 intervention. The intervention was instigated by Senator 
Cobum. Senator Cobum stated “1 can’t take this any more. I’ve got to tell these guys.” Mr. 
Sherman and others', including Members of Congress, went to Senator Ensign’s bedroom at the C ' 
Street Center and confronted him about the affair. It appeared that Senator Ensign “got it” and 
was_ more receptive to actually stopping the affair. According to Mr. Coe, Senator Ensign lied • 
about the affair and how it persisted, and Mi. Coe did not “trast him going forward.” 'Also, as 
noted above, Mr. Sherman did not believe that the affair was going to end after the initial 
intervention because he did not believe Senator P.n.sign. 

Senator Ehsign sent Ms. Hampton an email on April 1 2008 aslcing whether “it is 
possible to talk,” and stated it “concerns your job and a few. loose ends.” Ms; Hampton was 
“s hakin g” when she got the email, and called Senator Ensign because she believed it was about 
her job, which he knew she was fearful of losing. When she called. Senator Ensign stated that 
“he missed me and wanted to still see me,” thus using Ms. HamptWs job as a ruse to speak with 
her and confess fturfher feelings to her. Ms. Hampton was upset, but believed that “honestly in 
the back of my mind, I just thought John would never hurt our family,” 

According to Ms. Hampton, the affair continued very sporadically, with one meeting in 
June and one m July 2008 for a “very short visit.” Ms. Hampton felt that she was not a healthy 
person at that time, and her attitude during these meetings was that “my life is ruined, so 
whatever,” and that she agreed to see the Senator only because his persistence wore her do'wn. 
Although Ms. Hampton continually told Senator Ensign to stop contacting her, he ignored her 
wishes. This was frustrating to her because “if he would have just left me alone, it would have 
ended back in December.” Ms. Hampton sent Senator Ensign an email in August 2008 
imploring him to stop contacting her because her “life and family is in shambles.” Ms, Hampton 
never heard ftom Senator Ensign again. Ms. Hampton saw Senator Ensign at her children’s 
graduation from high school in 2008, but has not seen him since that event. 

ha addition to filing for divorce, Ms. Hampton recently filed for bankruptcy and is 
presently moving out of California to work for a Christian organization. 

C. Senator Ensign Plans for “Transition Finances” for Mr. Hampton 

Mr. Coe and Mb. Sherman developed a plan to assist the Hamptons. Mr, Coe told Mr. 
Hampton that the first thing that should be done is to “separate people,” which mp-ant Mr. 

Hampton leaving llie Senate office, and leaving Las Vegas. Mr. Hampton expressed concerns 
about employment, and Mb. Coe said “I’ll help you find a job.” Mr. Hampton also expressed 
concerns about his home, vdiich was heavily mortgaged. A plan was formed for Senator Ensign 
to take over the mortgage or find a way to buy the home. 

Mr. Sherman advocated assistance in relocating the Hamptons to Colorado, where he 
knew some businessmen who may be able to-assist Doug Hampton with employment The plan 
involved Senator Ensign taking over the Hamptons’ Las Vegas mortgage or buying the house 
from them, and then providing them with enou^ money to live for a year and re-establish 
themselves in a new location. 
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Mr. Coe advocated &e idea of Senator Ensign providing “transition finances” to die 
Hamptons so they could move out of Las Vegas. Mr. Coe and others asked Doug Hampton 
“what is it going to take to get you out of town?” Mr. Hampton stated that he needed the 
following: (1) pay off his mortgage; (2) a new job; (3) an appropriate school for his kids; and (4) 
be in a place where Cindy would not have to work. MEr. Coe talked about the finances with 
Senator Ensign, who stated that “I’ll take responsibility for whatever I need to do,” but did not 
‘like the thought of buying the [Hamptons’] house.” According to Mr. Coe, Senator Rnsig n 
stated that “there’s no way, shape or form my father is going to give any money or help in the 
finances of this thing.” 

According to Mr. Sherman, Senator Cobum was aware of the transition plan for 
relocating the Hamptons to Colorado, and was in favor of the plan. According to Mr. Coe, 
Senator Cobum was supportive of the plan to provide transition finances. Senator Cobum was 
also supportive of putting the Hampton house on the market to see if it could get sold. Mr. Coe 
considered Sraiator Cobum part of “the team” to work out the “financial piece” of the issues. 
According to Mr. Coe, “Doug was more confident talking to Senator Cobum about finances than 
he was us,” and Mr. Hampton thou^t Senator Cobum could “deliver John’s father,” who was 
wealthy. Senator Cobum played a “support role,” and encouraged Senator Ensign to consider 
the plans developed by Mr. Coe and others regarding transition and separation. 

U. Senator Ensim Arranges a Consulting Firm Position for Dong Hampton 
After Terminating Mb*. Hampton 

As set out above, when the Hamptons met with Senator Ensign at his home on or about 
Febmary 17, 2008, Senator Ensign advised Mr. Hampton that he could no longer work for him. 
Immediately thereafter, on Febmary 19, 2008, Mike Slanker, Lindsey Slankcr, and Senator 
Ensign had lunch at the Nordstrom Cafe in Las Vegas. According to Mr. Slanker, Senator 
Ensign stated that Mr. Hampton was leaving the Senate because “the travel was too much” and 
Cindy Hampton had health issues. 

While Senator Ensign was away from the table, Mr. and Ms. Slanker discussed Mr. 
Hampton’s departure and wondered if there was a way the two of them could help Mr. Hampton. 
Mr. Slanker had the idea of allowing Mr. Hampton to use November Inc., a company owned by 
the Slankers, as a platform for Mr. Hampton’s work. Mr. Slanker had previously created 
November hac. in 2003 as a campaign consulting firai, which provided advice to multiple 
campaigns at any given time. While November Inc; had other partners at various times, it was 
primarily a creation of the Slankers. When the Slankers joined the NRSC, they ended their 
relationships with all current clients of November Inc. and let the company sit dormant. 
November Inc. did not have any current clients or income at the time given the absence of the 
current principals. According to Mr. Slanker, if Mr. Hampton was able to obtain clients, he 
could use November Inc. “as the business card.” 

When Senator Ensign returned to the table and heard the idea about November Inc., he 
became “giddy.” Mr. Slanker had not anticipated this reaction; it was his understanding that Mr. 
Hampton would go out and get a job at an established firm, and that potentially using November 
Inc. would simply be a fallback plan. Suddenly, however, Senator Ensign appeared settled on 


the prospect of Mr. Hampton working through November hic. Senator Ensign called Mr. 
Hampton j&rom the Cafe and told him of the plan. 

Iminediateiy after the lunch at the Nordstrom Caf6, Senator Ensign met with Mr. Slanker 
and Mr. Hampton in Ms Las Vegas office. During the initial meeting, Senator Ensign proposed 
that he would help Mr. Hampton obtain three clients paying $5,000 per month, enough for Mx. 
Hampton to be “whole.” From the Slankers’ perspective, they were not forming a partnership 
with Mr. Hampton, but were just giving him a platform from which he could find clients and “eat 
what [he] kill[ed].” 

At the time they agreed to let Mr.' Hampton work for November Inc., Mike and Lindsey ‘ 
Slanker did not know of the affair between Senator Ensign and Cindy Hampton. At some point 
after the Slankers agreed to have Mr. Hampton work at November Inc., during the Spring of 
2008, Darlene Ensign called the Slanker residence late at night, parlene Ensign informed Mike 
Slanker in that telephone conversation that Senator Ensign had been having an affair with Cindy 
Hampton, Mr. Slanker told Lindsey Slanker about the call; shortly thereafter, Darlene Ensign 
spoke directly with Lindsey Slanker, confirmiag the affair. 

Mr. Slanker met with Mfr. Hampton and told Mm that he knew all about the affair; 

Mr, Hampton suggested that the two men speak with Senator Ensign. Mr. Slanker and 
Mr. Hampton confronted Senator Ensign in his office at the NRSC in Washington, D.C. 
According to Mr. Slanker, Senator Ensign “was eating "Wheat Thins one at a time, kmd of 
tossing them in his mouth, and he didn’t seem to miss a beat,” and he gave a very weak apology. 
Mike Slanker noted that Senator Ensign had lied to Mm about why Mr. Hampton was leaving the 
Senate, and felt that it was a burden imposed on Mm; he did not loiow why he was given this 
burden because he was peripheral to the situation. After learning of the affair, the plan remained 
the same: Doug Hampton would work for November Inc, and obtain Ms own clients. 

Tim Coe stated that Doug Hampton had no lobbying experience, no Capitol Hill 
experience, and stated “he’s not known at all.” Therefore, Mr. Coe was surprised when Senator 
Ensign informed Mr. Coe that Mr. Hampton was going to work for November Inc. Mr. Coe 
stated ‘how does that get him [Hampton] out of the city?” Senator Ensign stated “he’s not 
leaving,” and Mr. Coe responded “well, that’s insane.” 

E. The Senator Has Extensive Discussions with Dong Hampton about Severance 
Payments 

In late March 2008, Darlene Ensign sent Ms. Hampton an email informing her that she 
would no longer be Senator Ensign’s campaign treasurer. Senator Ensign subsequently stated to 
Ms. Hampton that his falher and Darlene Ensign would not let Ms. Hampton be the treasurer any 
longer. 


Doug Hampton and Senator Ensigi first discussed the payment of severance on April 2, 
2008. Mr. Hampton provided, information regarding discussions he had with the Senator and 
provided to the Committee what he represents to be notes from the April 2, 2008 meeting and 
calls, described as “Record of discussions with John Ensign.” Doug Hampton stated that he 
prepared the notes the evening of April 2, 2008 in order to record his discus-sions with the 



Senator about the exit strategy. Mr. Hampton’s attorney, Daniel Albregts, testified that iris 
understanding from Mr.'Hampton was that the notes were prepared contemporaneously “to -make 
sure he had a record - somethdng in writing - so that he could remember what they discussed, in 
case he needed it for later.” Ms. Hampton testified that the notes were consistent with how Mr. 
Hampton typically worked: “He’s very detailed like that.' And tliat’s how his mind works. He 
would always record everything.” 

Mr. Hampton stated that on April 2, 2008, following an ovemi^t flight to Washington, 
D.C., he and the Senator met at the Senator’s Capitol hideaway. The two discussed an “exit 
strategy and severance” for both' himself and Ms. Hampton. Mr. Hampton believed that he may 
have been the one to first introduce fhe idea of a severance payment. Mr. Ham pton 
memorialized the conversation with Senator Ensign in notes, that evenin g , and recorded the 
following in an excerpt from his notes: 

9:40 AM. 4/2 DC . ' 

Brief discussion with him on four matters 

Exit strategy and severance for Cindy 
Exit strategy and severance for Doug 
Coimnuirication plan 
Absolutely no contact with Cindy 
-He response [sic] was he understood 

(emphasis added). 

Following the in-person meeting, Senator Ensign phoned Mr. Hampton twice on April 2, 
2008 to discuss Mr. Hampton’s imminent departure from the Senator’s office and to determine 
the amount of severance that both he and Ms. Hampton would receive. 

During a telephone call at noon on April 2, 2008, Doug Hampton proposed using Ms. ’ 
Hampton’s prior medical history as an excuse as to why the Hamptons were leaving the office 
(Ms. Hampton subsequently had intestinal surgery in May 2008), Further excerpts from Doug 
Hampton’s notes firom that call reflect the following: 

Noon. 4/2/ DC 

John called me on my cell from NRSC to discuss some details 

- 1 shared my idea of health plan - Cindy history 

- We discussed timing of departure JE agreed for me to stay on thru April 

- Better for client building - He offered to continue effort.. . . ‘ 

- Said he would go to work on the above issues 

Later on April 2, 2008, at 7:30 p.m., Senator Ensign called Mr. Hampton with a proposal. 
Senator Ensign proposed that Doug Hampton receive two months severance and that Ms. 
Hampton receive one year severance. The two discussed gift roles and tax law, and splitting up 
the payments into various amounts, totaling $96,000, as a way to avoid the payment of taxes on 
the amount. Doug Hampton’s notes from the 7:30 p.m. call state as follows: 

7:30 P.M.. 4/2 LV 




John called asked if it was ok to share the outline of a plan 

- Doug ~ 2 mn severance, continue client building 

- Cindy ~ 1 year salary 

- Discussed gift rules and tax law 

- Shared a plan to have both he and Darlene write ch’s in various 
amounts equaling 96K 

He asked if the offer was ok and did I agree - 1 said I would need to think 
about and would get back with him. 

(emphasis added). 

/ 

Ms. Hardpton testified that Doug Hampton called her on April 2, 2008 and told her about 
his conversations with Senator Ensign. Hampton learned firom Doug Ham pron ihaf Senator 
Ensign planned to pay her one year of severance and to pay Doug Hampton two mom-li.s 
severance. Ms. Hampton testified that she later spoke to Senator En. sign about the April 2, 2008 
discussions. The Senator told her that she should expect a check in the mail that consisted of one 
year severance for her and two months severance for Doug Hampton. Ms. Hampton had no 
recollection that either her husband or Senator Ensign informed her that they had agreed to a 
total severance payment of $96,000. 

Mr. Hampton recalled that after the April 2, 2008 meetings with Senator Rn.stgri, he 
returned to Las Vegas. Mr. Hampton recalled receiving a caE from Senator Ensign in which 
Senator Ensign told him that he would give Mr. Hampton a check and that “you dofrt have to 
teU anyone about it.” Senator Ensign confirmed with the Committee, through counsel, that he 
spoke with Mr. Hampton about the request, told Mr. Hampton he would be receiving the check, 
and discussed the federal gift tax. 

F* The Senator’s Father Makes a Payment of $96.000 from the Ensign Family 
Trust to the Hamptons 

After the April 2, 2008 meeting and caEs between Doug Hampton and Senator Erisign, 
the Hampton famEy — Doug, Cynthia, and two of theft three childrai — ^received a check for 
$96,000, dated April 7, 2008, from the Ensign FamEy Trust account. 

The check appears to have been processed on or about AprE 9, 2008. No evidence has 
been presented that the Hampton chfldren actually received the funds that were specificaEy for 
them, or as to whether the Hamptons placed the fonds in a custodial account for &e minor 
chUdren. The evidence indicates that Mr. and Mrs. Hampton dictated how the entirety of the 
funds should be spent, which is consistent with the evidence in the record that the payment was a 
severance. 


One of the Hampton children was a paid intern for the NRSC during this time period, specifically 
from March 2008 to August 2008. The Special Counsel developed no evidence to suggest that he did not 
work and earn his payments or that this employment was related to the affair or Mr. Hampton’s post- 
emplojnnent lobbying activities. . 
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The Ensign Family Trust is an estate planning tool that holds the significant personal 
assets of Michael and Sharon Ensign, the parents of Senator Ensign. Senator Ensign has no 
authority to order disbursements ficom the trust. Michael Ensign directs the management of the 
trust and his chief financial officer, Bruce Hampton (no relation to Doug or Cindy Hampton), 
executes Michael Ensign’s directions. 

The amount of the check surprised Ms. Hampton, as the check amount exceeded the 
amount that she had expected to receive pursuant to her discussions with her husband and the 
Senator. As of April 2008, Ms. Hampton’s annual salary was approximately $50,000, while Mr. 
Hampton’s fiscal year 2007 salary was $144,146.71 (averaging approximately $12,000 per 
month pretax). Ms. Hampton expected a check from Senator Ensign for one year severance for 
herself ($50,000) and two months severance for Doug Hampton (approximately $24,000), or 
approximately $74,000 in total. 

Ms. Hampton spoke to Senator Btisign by phone and asked how he arrived at the check 
amount. Senator Ensign informed her that she could put the extra money toward her health 
insurance. Ms. Hampton also asked Senator Ensign why the check came from the Ensign Family 
Trust, rather than the Senator, and why her children were included as payees. Senator Ensign 
explained that the check fell within the maximum amounts permissible under the applicable gift 
and tax laws. 

Following the receipt of the $96,000 check, on April 9, 2008, Ms. Hampton left her 
employment at the Senator’s campaign office. 

Mr. Hampton Receives Excessive Unused Vacation Pay 

Mr. Hampton’s last day on the Senate payroll was May 1, 2008. Mr. Hampton received 
an additional $6,000 payment in his final month of employment, which exceeded the permitted 
rate of pay for Senate personal offices. Senator Ensign’s office released a statement stating that 
$6,000 of the final payment was for “12 days of unused vacation.”® 

Several individuals provided information to the Committee staff that Mr. Hampton was 
not in either Senator Ensign’s Washington office or any of the local state offices for the majority 
of April 2008, and his work attendance was significantly less in the months leading up to April 
2008. Therefore, there were likely no vacation days available to Mr. Hampton upon his 
• departure from the Senate. 


Paul Kane, Ensign Defends Payments to Woman He Had Affair With, Washington Post Capitol 
Briefing, June 18, 2009. 




H. Senator Ensign Takes Action SnrroundiTig Mr. Hampton^s Post- 
Emplovment Lobbying 

1. Senator Ensign Takes Steps to Reduce Records Retention. 

Communicate Off of the Senate Server, and Minimize Contactii with 
. the Ethics Committee 

Prior to public disclosure of the affair, Senator Ensign implemented' office policies that 
Would reduce the preservation of records in the office. Senator Ensign further sought to 
minimize contacts with outside parties including the Senate Ethics Committee. 

/ 

On March 13, 2008, Jessica Walton, Senator Ensign’s Office Manager, emaded Senator 
Ensign’s staff regarding “implementing along overdue shredding program requested by Senator 
Ensign.” John Lopez testified^° that Senator Ensign did indeed request the implementation of a 
shredding program in order to dispose of sensitive documents. Al or around the same time. 
Senator Ensign approached John Lopez about using text messaging or PIN messaging^ ^ instead 
of communicating by email. According to Mr. Lopez, Senator Ensign expressed some concerns 
about email communications remaining on the Senate server. 

Additionally, in May 2008, Mr. Lopez took steps to formalize an informal policy for 
Senator Ensign’s staff requiring all contact, with the Ethics Committee to be channeled through 
Lopez. This informal’ policy arose out of an instance in October of 2007 in which Senator 
Ensign attended a charity fundraiser in South Dakota, and assembled a package of Washington, 
•D.C.-related tours and experiences. The auction raised over $10,000 on one of the packages. 

Mr. Lopez recognized that such an amount would violate the gift limit. Mr. Lopez asked Ms. 
Jackson to inform die charity that it would need to refund the difference between what it received 
and the gift limit, and wrote a memo to Senator Ensign detading .these ethical concerns. After 
reading the meino, Senator Ensign summoned Mr. Hampton and Mr. Lopez and was “furious.” 
According to Mr. Lopez, Senator Ensign stated “th’e Ethics Committee, ^ey will always 'tell you 
no if you want to do something. . .they take the most conservative view about everything.” 
Senator Ensign then stated that only Mr. ILopez should speak to the Ethics Committee, and he 
should clear all contacts with the Ethics Committee with Senator’Ensign. 

Senator Ensign’s position regarding the Committee is also memorialized in an Ethics 
Committee Memorandum in which Senator Ensign instructed his staff to ignore and not follow 
Committee staff guidance on a particular issue while the Committee staff member was in the 
meeting. According to the Memorandum, Senator Ensign “instructed his staff to completely 
disregard the advice given.” 


Mr. Lopez testified before the Special Counsel under a grant of immunity. 

PIN messaging is a proprietary messaging service that allows BlackBerry users to send messages 
directly to one another; a PIN message is not routed through the user’s email account. See BlacWBenry 
User Manual, About PIN Messages, available at 

http://docs.blacld3errv.com/eii/smaitDhone users/deliverables/1487/About PIN messages 26344 ll.isp 
(last visited April 25, 2011). 
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On May 8, 2008, Mr. Lopez met via teleconference with the staffers in Senator Ensign’s 
Nevada offices and informed them of the change. He also requested that the Office Manual be 
updated to require all contacts with the Ethics Committee to go through him. The timing of 
Senator &isign’s interest in the destmction of records and communication with oversight 
committees coincides with the affair with Cindy Hampton, and Mr. Hampton’s departure. 

2. Senator Ensism Takes Efforts to Persuade and Compel Constituents 
to Hire Mr. Hampton 

Immediately following the meeting in which Senator Ensign told Mr. Hampton he could 
no longer work for him. Senator En,sign set out to find Mr. Hampton work. Senator Ensign met 
with constituents, only to see if Mr. Hampton could meet with fliem for an interview shortly 
thereafter. For example. Senator Ensign met with executives at Switch Communications, a 
Nevada company, on February 20, 2008, and company representatives met with Mr. Hampton on 
February 27, 2008. 

Mr. Hampton’s position as Senator Ensign’s Administrative Assistant constituted his 
only relevant experience with respect to the federal government While employed by Senator 
Ensign, Mr. Hampton had no responsibilities pertaining to policy matters. Senator l^sign’s staff 
testified that Mr. Hampton did not show much interest in policy, did not “seem to grasp policy 
issues,” and he lacked the “horsepower” to work on policy matters. Despite all of this. Senator 
]&isign marketed Mr. Hampton as someone who could provide valuable federal government 
relations ‘services to Neva(ia constituents. 

Significantly, according to Mr. Hampton’s April 2, 2008 notes of the severance 
discussions set forth above. Senator Ensign proposed an explanation for Mr. Hampton’s 
departure based on a “falling out” between the two men. ’^^en Mr. Hampton noted that this 
would hurt his ability to obtain clients. Senator Ensign agreed. Mr. Hampton’s notes also 
indicate that Senator Ensign was assisting Mr. Hampton in finding clients. This understanding 
tends to show awareness, on the part of Senator Ensign, that Hampton would be lobbying 
Senator Ensign’s office; the relationship between Hampton and Senator Ensign was only 
important for Mr. Hampton’s business development if the pitch to clients involved that 
relatioDship. 

Senator Ensign’s assistance in finding clients for Mr. Hampton exceeded the typical 
provision of references and, on occasion, Senator Ensign used his office and staff to intimidate 
and cajole constituents into hiring Mr. Hampton. In one instance. Senator Ensign contacted Paul 
Steelman, a Las Vegas developer, to see if he would hire Mr. Hampton to do government affairs 
work. Mr. Steelman had previously worked with Sig Rogich, a Nevada consultant formerly of 
R&R Partners, on similar issues. Mr. Rogich emailed Mr. Steelman and recounted that Mr. 
Steelman was “not really interested in adding another staff member. . .consultant” and 
encouraged Mr. Steehnan to “stay with that position.” According to Mr. Lopez and others, after 
Senator Ensign heard that Mr. Steelman was declining to hire Mr. Hampton based on Mr. 

Rogich’ s advice, Senator Ensign had John Lopez phone Mr. Rogich and “lack him up to high 
heaven and tell him that he is cut off from the office and never to contact fSenator Ensig-nl ever 
again .” When Mr. Lopez conveyed that message by phone to Mr. Rogich, Mr. Rogich responded 
that “there’s nothing [Hampton] could do for us.” Mr. Rogich was angry, as a supporter of 
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Senator Ensign^s, that the Senator had not made the phone call personally, but cond&nned that he 
understood he was not to contact Senator Ensi gn in the future. 

Mr. Lopez, reflecting on this situation, testified that; 

* 

I just wanted to mention that when the Senator asked me to do that, 

I really felt like this is wrong. I remember realh feeling like that 
was abusins the office, vou know, cutting someone off &om 
official action because he didn’t hire [Hampton], I thought - 1 had 
qualms about what I was asked to do. 

(emphasis added) 

One executive at P2SA and Biodiesel of Las Vegas reported a similar interaction with 
Ms, Allmon, Senator Ensign’s Director of Nevada policy, in which she pressured the companies 
to hire Mr. Hampton for access to Senator Ensign. ^ Althou^ Committee Staff received, 
conflicting testimony from witnesses, one wimess. Tad Greener, stated that he spoke with 
Allmon about his company and its industry, and Allmon responded *T don’t care about that, what 
are you going to do about Doug?” Mr. Greener informed CREW of this information, and he also 
spoke with the New York Times. Ms. Allmon denied having made such a statement, but the 
Committee Staff did not generally find her testimony to be credible. 

Even where Senator Basign did not resort to coercive techniques, he engaged in an 
extraordinary effort to market Mr. Hampton to Nevada businesses and individuals. Starting on 
or about Febmary 20, 2008, three days after meeting with the Hamptons in his home, Senator 
Ensign called a number of entities and executives on Mr. Harnpton’s behalf, including but not 
limited to AUegiant Airlines; NV Energy; Open Range; Ecommlink; and Switch 
Communications. At this time. Senator Ensign served on two subcommittees on the Committee 
for Commerce, Science, and Transportation (the Aviation Operations, Safety and Security 
Subcommittee, and the Science, Technology and innovation Subcommittee), which were 
influential bodies on-topics significant to many of these constituents. 

L Mr. Hampton Departs and Immediately Lobbies Senator Ensign^s Staff 

■ Prior to Mr. Hampton’s departure from the Senate, AUegiant Airlines agreed to hire him 
as an outside consultant for government affairs. AUegiant, a regional-commercial airline based 
in Las Vegas, had a long-standing relationship with Senator Ensign through two of its 
executives, Maury GaUagher and Ponder Harrison, 

At some point prior to April 18, 2008, Mr. Lopez learned that Mr. Hampton would be 
working for AUegiant, and that Senator Ensign had been “ linin g up work” for Hampton; he 
relayed this information to Mr. Quinalty, who had provided information regarding FAA 
reauthorization to Mr. Lopez and Mr. Hampton. Mr. Lopez does not recaU when and from 
whom he received this information. 


Eric Lipton, Investigation Shows Ensign Appealed to Company, New York Times (April 1, 2010). 
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In April 2008, his last month in his position as Administrative Assistant,. Mr. Hampton 
suddenly developed an interest in policy issues pertaining to aviation. For example, Ms, 
Thiwsen, Legislative Director, testified that she recalled Mr. Hampton engaging in a very long 
discussion on a white paper related to Allegiant inhis last legislative meeting. This was odd 
ftom her perspective because he had never shown interest in the issue before. The same day Mr. 
Hampton announced he was leaving the Senate, April 16, 2008, he sent an email to Mr. • 
MulvihiU, one of Senator Ensign’s legislative staffers and legal counsel, regarding increases in 
the price of oil, noting that the “airline industry is predicting 15B in losses” and seeking 
opportunities for Senator Ensign to intervene on the issue. Mr. Quinalty forwarded an email 
regarding FAA reauthorization to Mr. Hampton two days later, on April 18, 2008. The email 
suggests that Mr. Hampton had inq^ed about the issue earlier that week. AH of this work on 
aviation issues suggests that, after Allegiant hired Mr. Hampton, he did not recuse himself from 
issues related to his future client as required by Senate Rules,^^ but rather actively engaged on 
them where he had not before, ^sentiaUy getting a head start on Ws lobbying career. 

Mr. Hampton, because of his salary level, was required under Senate Rule 37 to notify 
the Ethics Committee within three days of commencing any negotiations for prospective private 
employment, and to immediately recuse himself from legislative matters affecting that 
prospective employer. Committee Staff and Special Counsel were unable to find evidence that 
Mr. Hampton ever filed such a notification. 

On April 16, 2008, Senator Ensign announced Mr. Hampton’s departure at an aU-staff 
videoconference, • Ms. Hampton’s health and the need for MOr. Hampton to be closer to his family 
were the reasons given for the departure. 

On April 29, 2008, Ms. Walton contacted Elizabeth Horton, staff counsel for the Senate 
Ethics Committee, regarding- Hampton’s departure, writing "I have an employee that is leaving 
the office on May 1 and he has some questions regarding the job he is leaving for,” and asked 
Horton to draw distinctions “between government relations and lobbying.” Ms. Horton noted 
that she would be available to speak to Mr. Hampton if he caUed her. There is no record of such 
a call, but the perceived distinction between “government relations” and “lobbymg” persisted 
throu^out Mr. Hampton’s mteraction widi Senator Ensign’s office, and the stkfs subsequent 
explanation of that relationship once the contacts became public. 

Mr. Hampton’s last day at the Senate was May 1, 2008; for purposes of the one-year 
post-employment restrictions codified at 18 U.S.C. § 207(c), Mr. Hampton was banned from 
contact with the Senate effective May 2, 2008. 

On May 6, 2008, the third business day of Mr, Hampton’s post-employment period. Me. 
Hampton emailed Quiualty xegarditig FAA reauHiorization issues on behalf of Allegiant Air: 

David, 
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See Rule 37.14(c)(3). 


Maury Gallagher and Allegiant Air are a client of mine. So you 
now have a greater need to make more frequent trips to LV in 
order to best serve the Senator. ' 

In the information I provided you last week the bottom Ime is 
Allegiant would like DOT to reconsider its position on fuel 
surcharge pricing. Today it is not allowed in the taxes and fees 
section of pricing and considered deceptive advertising practices if 
the price is not determined at the time a ticket is booked. 

It is my understanding that Reid’s office has seen the Docket I 
provided you as well as Rockefeller’s office. Can you please 
confirm as well as gain an understanding as to their position on this 
issue. It is my understanding the Rockefeller [sic] is helpful in this 
matter. 

Since FAA Reauthorization is not going to be the vehicle to 
address this issue we need to look for another way to possibly 
amend this issue. If not addressed the airline industry stands to • 
lose billions as well as lose a significant number of carriers which 
will further impact consumer prices. 

Hope this helps. Appears from my final leg time with the team that 
the Senator is interested in gaining a better nderstanding [sic] of 
this issue as while [sic]. 

Doug 

(emphasis added). 

Mr. Qninalty testified that “in every way I could think of, [this emah] strack me as 
hiappropriate and odd and something I should take note of.” Mr. Quinalty immediately took the 
email to Pam Thiessen. Ms. Thiessen testified that upon review of the email; she concluded that 
it “look[ed] like he [Hampton] broke the law, broke the ethics ban.” Ms. Thiessen had Mr, 
Quinalty print out multiple copies, and gave one to Mr. Mulvihill, with instructions to take it to 
the attention of the Ethics Committee. Ms. Thiessen then spoke with Mr. Lopez, and stated that 
“on its face [the email] was illegal. So I told John Lopez this is illegal activitj', that it’s got to 
stop, and that Doug Hampton was being cut off from the leg, [legislative] shop,” Ms. Thiessen 
thesn announced to the entire legislative staff that Mr. Hampton had broken the law and no one 
was to help him. Members of Senator Ensign’s legislative staff recalled this announcement in 
their 'testimony. 

Mr. Lopez testified that Ms, Thiessen met with Mr. Lopez in Senator Ensign’s legislative 
suite, and was “waving [the May 6, 2008 email] around,” and that Ms. Thiessen stated 
“[Hampton] is lobbying [Quinalty] ... He should not be doing this.” Lopez testified that he 
responded by saying that “[Hampton] should not be calling [Quinalty],” and that he told Mx. 
Quinalty not to speak with Hampton. Mr. Lopez told Ms. Thiessen that he would “handle 


[Hampton]” and asked Mr. Quinalty to forward any further contact from- Doug Hampton directly 
to Mr. Lopez. 

Mr. Mulvihill testified that he referenced the May 6, 2008 email on a phone call with 
Matt Mesmer of the Senate Etiucs Committee on May 8. 2008. Mr. MulvihiU took notes on tlie 
email itself. Those notes indicate that the Ethics Committee advised Mr. Mulvihill “do not help” 
Mr. Hampton, and that while the office was “not banned,” it was instructed "‘don't respond' and 
to "re^er to Ethics.” The Ethics Committee notes from that same phone call indicate that Mr. 
Mesmertold Mr. Mulvihill that “the office should not engage in a contact with someone within 
their ban period, should not aid in a violation of the rules.” Mr. Mulvihill testified that he 
informed Mr. Lopez and Ms. Thiessen of diis advice, and advised Mr. Quinalty not to respond. 
Mr. Hampton sent an email to Mr: Quinalty on May 8, 2008, containing the identical text sent in 
the original May 6, 2008 email. Presumably, Mr. Hampton sent the email again because he had 
■ not received a response and wanted to ensure that Mr. Quinalty rweived it There is no evidence 
that Mr. Quinalty ever responded, and Mr. Quinalty testified that he did not respond. 

Mi. Lopez testified that he 'disagreed with Mr. MulvihilTs assessment that there was to be 
no contact between Mr. Hampton and Senator Ensign’s staff. Mr. Lopez took the position that 
“giving [Hampton] information” was permitted under the rules, but admitted in his deposition 
that this position was “rationalizing” his conduct. Mr. Lopez asked Mr. Mulvihill for further 
clarification on the issue, and Mr. Mulvihill had a second conversation with Mr. Mesmer of the 
Senate Ethics Committee on May 14, 2008. Mr. Mesmer informed Mr. Mulvihill in that 
conversation that “I told him if it is purely historical in nature, can answer. Should not discuss 
present or future legislation/policy and Mr. Mulvihill was told to seek guidance as each 
instance arises. 

■ Mr. Lopez and Mr. Mulvihill “agreed to disagree” on the point, and Mr. Lopez promised 
to bring Mr. Hampton’s email to the attention of Senator Ensign. 

Mr. Lopez, while working on Capitol HiH, developed a close fiiendship with Brian 
Lewis, counsel to Senator McConnell. 1^. Lopez had a history of consulting with Mr. Lewis- 
regarding a variety of issues related to working in the Senate, fiom ethical questions to ordinary 
office gossip. For example, Mr^ Lopez spoke with Mr. Lewis after Mr. Hampton contacted Mr. 
Quinalty as noted above, because he was "well -versed” in changes to the post-employment 
restrictions. Mr. Lewis told Mr. Lopez that the post-employment restrictions were “solid” and 
“there’s no gray area there.” 

Notably, both Mr. Lewis and Mr. Lopez testified that, despite this long-standing 
relationship, Mr. Lopez never told Mr. Lewis about the numerous contacts he later had with 
Mr. Hampton during Mr. Hampton’ s one-year ban period. Mr. Lewis testified that, to his 
knowledge, Mr. Lopez had put the “kybosh” on contacts from Mr. Hampton. Mr. Lopez also 
testified that he kept his contacts with Mr. Hampton confidential: 

SC: Why didn’t you tell [Mr. Lewis]? 

MR. LOPEZ: Because he would be alarmed. 

SC: . And because you knew what you were doing was wrong? 
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MR. LOPEZ: Correct, that I was in over my head in what I thou^t I could - you 
know, that I could keep fliis all orderly in my mind. And I was just 
in way over my head. 

SC: Orderly and under wraps so that nobody else would know that you 

were having the contacts other than the Senator, because this \vas - 
you were supposed to keep Doug Hampton away frpm other 
people in the office and you were supposed to handle his contacts? 

MR. LOPEZ: I would say orderly and compartmentalized, for 
sure. 

J. Senator Ensian and .Tohn Lopez Agree to Channel Mr. Hainnton*s T.ohhYTnf> 

Contacts Throneh Mr. Lopez 

On May 8, 2008, after a morniug staff meeting, Mr. Lopez approached Senator Ensign in 
his office regarding Mr. Hampton’s emails to Mr. Quinalty; According to Mr. Lopez, the result 
of this meeting was an understanding between Mr. Lopez and Senator Ensign that Mr. Hampton 
would continue to be allowed to lobby Senator Ensign’s office, but to protect Senator En.sign’s 
reputation, Mr. Lopez would handle all contacts with Mr. Hampton. 

Specifically, Mr. Lopez began the May meeting by telling Senator Ensign, “you should 
know, [Hampton] is contacting Quinalty about Allegiant” Senator Ensign responded with a 
long, audible groan, which, according to Mr. Lopez, was “an acknowledgement tihat that was 
problematic.” Mr. Lopez stated that “the junior staff should not be responsible for determining if 
his contacts violate the lobbying law. You know, he shouldn’t be calling them.” Senator Ensign 
agreed. Mr. Lopez told Senator Ensign that Ms. Thiessen had taken the position that Doug 
Hampton should not contact the office at all; Senator Ensign stated “that’s [Thiessen] for you.” 

Mr. Lopez then stated, “look, in the future, just so this is handlpd properly, I will be in- 
charge of dealing witih [Hampton] so he doesn’t do this [contaa other staff members].” 

According to Mr. Lopez, Senator Ensign responded animatedl)^ 

"fYleah eood. Yeah, yeah, yeah do that. ” 

Mr. Lopez explained that he had made. clear to Senator Ensign that Mr. Hampton’s 
contact was a violation of both ethical rules and federal law, and that Senator Ensign 
“acknowledged it was problematic.” Mr. Lopez testified that: 

It was very typical of John Ensign to — you know, see no evil, hear 
no evU. It was kind of one of (hose things where now he didn’t 
have to wony about the messiness of how this was done. That was- 
- that’s what I was thinking about at the time. 

[Senator Ensign’s] attitude w^ just — he — you know, my sense 
was he just didn’t want to hear about it, and I didn’t take any thing 
to him because it was out of his hair, it was out of sight, out of 
mind, and he didn’t have to he bothered with it and I was, you 
know, essentially takins the heat on his behalf. 
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I tried to just keep fliis away from [Senator Ensign] as much as 
possible, and I viewed myself as being loyal and handling it on my 
own, which is what I believe he expected of me. 

(emphasis added) 

Mr. Lopez explained that, despite his personal dislike of Mr. Hampton, he offered to help 
Mr. Hampton because “keeping [Senator Ensign’s] reputation intact and keeping [Hampton] 
employ^ would probably mean that T would have to, you know, help him, I would have to help 
him in order for that to be successful.” Mr. Lopez confirmed- that Senator Ensign was “well 
aware” of the fact that Mr. Lopez was helping Mr. Hampton with his client matters, but that he 
, did not want to know the details of that assistance. Mr. Lopez stated “I don’t know if [Senator 
Ensign] knew exactly what kind of communications [Hampton] was having with the office, and I 
just don’fthink he wanted to know. So that was my understanding of kind of our agreement at 
the time.” 

Mr. Lopez was not aware of the affair between Senator Ensign and Ms. Hampton when 
he discussed Mr. Hampton’s contact with the Senate office, and in fact, Mr. Lopez did not 
become aware of the affair until June 15, 2009 during the emergency staff meeting called by 
Senator Ensign. 

Mr. Lopez explained that he felt intimidated to discuss the matter further due to Senator 
Ensign’s loyalty to Mr. Hampton and the perception that Mr. Hampton was an untouchable 
subject. He recalled an occasion on which a staff member, a former Marine Corps Colonel, ha d 
mentioned in his exit interview that Mr. Hampton was not well-liked among the staff, and 
Senator Ensign: 

[gave] the colonel a look like “don’t you dare go there,” And I 
remember the colonel kind of squirming and the subject was 
dropped. But that really stuck in my mind, because I drought, you 
know, if a Marine Corps colonel who [Senator Ensign] respected 
without question' can get dressed down by [Senator Ensign] for 
bringing up [Hampton’s] name, then certainly it would most 
definitely happen with me. 

After Mr. Hampton’s emails to Mr. Quinalty on May 6 and 8, 2008, Mr. Hampton never 
contacted Mr. Quinalty again. 

In late June and early July, Mr. Hampton began to contact Mr. Lopez about two separate 
client matters: a pending bill regarding the transition to digital television signals, and 
enforcement action that the DOT had initiated against Allegiant Airlines based on certain fees 
added to tickets purchased online. Mr. Lopez testified that- “[Hampton] started calling me 
directly. And in my mind, it was apparent to me lhat the Senator and [Hampton ] had had a 
conversation about that, because my recollection is I did noL” 

hi fact, Mr. Hampton and Senator Ensign were speaking during May and June of 2008 
about Mr. Hampton’s business. Mr. Hampton emailed Senator Ensign on May 27, 2008, ahd 
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complained about the difficulty he was having finding clients; he noted that he would not draw a 
salary in May because he had not collected on invoices from his two clients. Mr. Hampton 
stated in that email that “regardless of the circumstances, you ensured me that I would not be 
injured as a result of leaving your organization.” Three days later, on May 30, 2008, Mr. 
Hampton again emailed Senator Ensign, thanked him for getting Allegiant Air as a client for 
November Inc., but expressed frustration with his loss of income, noting that the severance paid 
in April was not sufficient to compensate him for the loss of his position as administrative 
assistant: “I know it’s been more difficult getting clients and arranging contracts than you 
presented in March in the [Las Vegas] office with Slanker.” Moreover, at this time, Senator 
Ensign was continuing to pursue the affair with Cindy Hampton. 

f 

1. Senator Ensipn and .Tohn Lopez Assist Allegiant Airlines Based on 
Mr. Hampton’s Lobbying 

On My 7, 2008, Mr. Hampton emailed Mr. Lopez to set up a teleconference regarding 
Allegiant Ahliaes. The next day, Mr. Hampton and Mr. Lopez spoke at 1 1:30 a.m. EDT. hfr. 
Hampton explained to Mr. Lopez that DOT was investigating Allegiant “for the way it was 
displaying on [its] Web site its ancillary fees.” Mr. Hampton explained to Mr. Lopez that DOT 
was seeking a settlement that “would give [Allegiant] a huge fine.” After speaking with Mr. 
Hampton, Mr. Lopez called Simon Gros, an assistant secretary for governmental affairs at DOT, 
to discuss the matter in preparation for a meeting with Senator Ensign. Mr; Gros informed Mr. 
Lopez that DOT was very concerned by Allegiant’ s pricing scheme, insofar as it charged a fee 
for booking online above the price charged at the airport ticket counter. 

In response to this teleconference with Mr. Gros, Mr. Lopez met with Senator Ensign and 
briefed him on the issue. Mr. Lopez made dear tiiat he had learned of the issue from Mr. 
Hampton. Mr. Lopez explained that DOT took a dim view of Allegiant’s pricing, and that this 
was not only the opinion of a civil servant, but of a political appointee. Mr. Lopez testified that 
Senator Ensign ‘hecame very animated and said ‘no, no, no, you don’t understand this. Clearly, 
this person [Gros] doesn’t understand this issue.’ He seemed to know a lot more about the issue 
than I [Lopez] did at that point” Senator Ensign expressed a desire to call Secretary of 
Transportation Mary Peters about the issue, and Lopez concurred. Mr. Lopez noted that 
“[Senator Ensign] was very well versed on this issue, and that can only happen through a couple 
of ways.. .1 assumed at the time it was a combination of him speaking with Maury Qalla^er and 
also with Doug Hampton.” 

On My 8, 2008 at 12:27 p.m. EDT, Mr. Lopez informed Mr. Hampton that Senator 
Ensign intended to call Secretary Peters that afternoon. Mr. Lopez also explained that Senator 
Ensign had, by this time, spoken with Allegiant Airlines CEO Maury Gallagher. Three minutes 
later, Mr, Hampton responded, thanking Mr. Lopez for “making the call happen so quickly.” 

That evening, Mr. Lopez, Ms. Jackson, and Ms. Roberts woiked to schedule a teleconference 
between Senator Ensign and Secretary Peters; apparently, scheduling conflicts moved the call to 
the next day, July 9, 2008. 

On the evening of July 8, 2008, Senator Ensign and Mr, Hampton spoke about the 
Allegiant Air issue by email. Senator Ensign inquired of Mr. Hampton’ s job prospects with 
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Newcom andP2SA (two companies that interviewed Mr. Hampton at Senator Ensign’s 
recommendation); Mr, Hampton responded and stated: 

Really appreciate you jtimping on the call with [Galla^er], This 
deal with gelling Secretary Peters to back of [sic] Allegiant for a 
period is really important to their health, given the severe issues 
facing the industry. We are asking Peters to reschedule an 
expedited meeting called for this Friday until Allegiant [sic] . 

The next morning, July 9, 2008, Mr. Lopez emailed Mr. Hampton to confirm that Senator 
Ensign would be speaking with Secretary Peters at 3:00 p.m. EDT. Mr. Hampton responded: 

Ok thank you. With that said will you make sure the Senator 
knows this from AUegianL 

[DOT’S enforcement action] is unacceptable and completely wrong 
from [Allegiant’ s] perspective. Action (Consent Order) should not 
precede the meeting to discuss the issue. Allegiant firmly believes 
it is not acting deceitfuEy in it [sic] Web business and would like 
the time and proper form [sic] to table the issue. 

If DOT preceded [sic] with order then Allegiant will not sign and 
retain legal counsel to fight issue and make this a public [sic] 
hoping it has the full support of the Senator, DOT moving forward 
is not acting in a fair manner with this issue from Allegiants [sic] 
perspective, 

. The hove would be that the Senator’s discussion with the Secretary 
causes her to ask her organization to eive this due process and 
cease on the order until proper meetinss and discussion can 
prevaiL 

Again this industry and this airline are dealing with very 
significant issues at the moment and DOT should be sensitive and 
supportive. It is unreasonable (fast tracking) to demand a decision 
without due process. 

Look forward to hearing from you after the call [.] 

(emphasis added). 

Mr. Lopez, responded that he agreed and that he had attempted to book a flight on 
Allegiant’ s website, and had found the 'relevant convenience fee clearly marked and noticed. 

At 3:00 p.m. EDT on July 9, 2008, Senator Ensign had a teleconference with Secretary 
Peters, According to Mr. Lopez, Senator Ensign did not need any additional briefing on the 
issue prior to the call, given his knowledge of the issue. 



On the morning of My 10, 2008, Mr, Lopez emailed Mr. Hampton to set up a time to 
speak by phone. Mr. Lopez intended to set up a teleconference between enforcement officials at 
DOT and principals at Allegiant. Such a teleconference took place Friday, July 11, 2008, 
between Nick Lowry (DOT Office of Aviation Enforcement and Proceedings Senior Attorney), 
Mr. Gios, other DOT officials, and Messrs. Gallagher, Harrison, and Lopez. Mr. Lopez could 
not recall whether Mti Hampton listened to the call, but recalled that he did not say anything. 

Mr. Lopez attempted to moderate the discussion, and mentioned that the proposed fine was, in 
his view, “a little onerous.” Mr. Lopez cannot recall the dollar amount discussed. Mr. Lopez 
also requested certain documents referencing similarly situated airlines, on suspicion that this 
enforcement proceeding arose from complaints byAUegianf s competitors. 

After the teleconference, Mr. Lowry emailed Allegiant’ s counsel Aaron Goerlich on July 
15, 2008, and made an offer of settlement for the enforcement proceeding: Allegiant would need 
to change its web fare display (Mr. Lowry drafted included proposed changes to the 
language and display), and would need to agree to a consent order including “substantial civil 
penalties,” and further discussions with DOT regarding other aspects of Allegiant’ s advertising 
and pricing schemes. Mh. Goerlich forwarded the proposal to Messrs. Harrison and Gallagher. 
Mr. Harrison, in turn, forwarded Mr, Lowry’s proposal to additional Allegiant personnel as well 
as Mr. H^pton. Mr, Harrison made clear that the proposal was not acceptable, and that Isfi:. 
Goe?rlich was drafting a letter to provide to Mfc. Lopez “so he can meet with DOT General 
Counsel (who is the boss of DOT’S Enforcement Head) and approach reconciliation from a “top / 
down” perspective.” Mr. Harrison noted that the “plan would be for Lopez to meet with Gen 
Counsel either tomorrow or at the latest on Thursday — given the quick response deaHlinR 
imposed by DOT Enforcement Office.” k^If, Harrison’s inclusion of Mr.' Hampton on this email, 
as opposed to a direct email to Mr. Lopez, indicates that Mr. Harrison expected Mr. Hampton to 
liaison with Mr. Lopez regarding these action items. 

Mr. Hampton made contact with Senator Ensign’s office later that afternoon, by 
forwarding Mr. Harrison’s email to Mr. Lopez, and noting that Mr. Lopez would have a letter the 
next morning, Mr. Lopez testified that the letter was something he had requested, ^ a “CYA 
letter” to show that the request for assistance came from Allegiant itself rather than Mr. Hampton 
directly: 


if I was going to be helping Allegiant and [Hampton] was in the 
mix, that really, yoii know, it was an important constituent, but, 
you know, I really needed that letter, not just [Hampton’s] word 
through e-mails that this was an issue. . . Because, asain. 
fHamptonl was obviously doim stuff that was wrons. and I wanted 
to — I wanted to help Allegiant. . .to do that properly, and be able to • 
say that yes, this airline company, not just Doug Hampton, but this 
airline company, they contacted us for help. 

(emphasis added) 

"While Mr. Lopez at the time rationalized that he was just guiding Mr, Hampton and 
Allegiant to DOT, he testified: 
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[S]itting here today, it’s painfully clear to me that that was — you 
know, we were beim influenced to make a favorable outcome for 
Alleeiant, there’s no question. 

(emphasis added) 

On July 17, 2008, Mr. Lopez emailed Mr. Gros, expressed AUegiant’s displeasure with 
the recent teleconference, and requested a second call between Mr. Lopez, Mr. Gros, and DOT 
General Counsel to discuss the issue. Mr. Lopez recognized that this was a “rare” level of 
intervention into executive branch business. Mr. Lopez did indeed have .such a call, and wrote to 
Mr. Hampton at 2:26 p.m. EDT to Report on the outcome: 

Called [Gros] and jacked him up to high heaven. He repeated what 
we discussed earlier. . .that it was how this was being disclosed on 
website, not convenience fees. E-mailed him the take-it-or-leave-it 
e-mail firorh Nick Lowry and said this guy is a little tyrant. Will 
fill Ensign in this afternoon. 

Mr. Lopez testified that this message was an “exaggeration” of his tone, “to let 
[Hampton] think that I had done more than I really did. Because I personally l&ed [Gros]. The 
conversation I had with [Gros] is that, you know, you basically have some bureaucrats running 
amok and you work for the Bush administration, and they’re taking a very antibusiness position 
here.” 


Later that day, Mr. Hampton forwarded to Mr, Lopez Allegiant’ s counter-proposal for 
settlement, and stated “[w]ould sure like [Gros’] help in ensuring that their organization take a 
different road with Allegiant and back of [sic] timetable and any penalties or fines.” Mr. Lopez 
responded to Messrs. Hampton, Gallagher, and Harrison, “I agree and told [Gros] that some folks 
needed to be taken to the woodshed. . , [Gros] was pretty frantic when I got off the phone with 
him. Trust me that I know how much pressure to apply and when.” Both Mr. Gallagher and Mr. 
Harrison responded, thanking Lopez for his help. 

The next day, Mr. Lopez emailed Mr. Hampton and requested a teleconference on 
Monday, July 21, 2008, noting that he had “screamed himself hoarse with those imbeciles,” and 
that he was “too mad right now.” Mr. Hampton forwarded the email to Mr. Harrison and Mr. 
Galla^er, who agreed' to hold a teleconference on Monday. According to Mr. Lopez, at this 
point, Mr. Hampton desired increasing involvement from Senator Ensign, and requested that Mr. 
Lopez have Senator Ensign call Secretary Peters again, as weU as contact White House adviser 
Karl Rove and inform him of the issue. Mr.- Lopez thought this was a “stupid” idea, and was in 
this email attempting to show Mr. Hampton that he was “doiug what I could.” 

On July 29, 2008, Mr. Lopez emailed Mr. Hampton and explained that he had received 
the documents he originally requested from DOT “copies of every consent order relating to 
hatemet advertising they have entered into with various airlines since 2001.” On August 5, 2008, 
Mr. Lopez emailed -Mr. Hampton regarding these materials: “there is so much stuff I will need to 
FedEx to you, probably best to send to [Harrison's] attention. Cool? Best address to FedEx?” 
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Mr. Lopez confirmed that he intended to send these documents to Mj. Harrison’s attention to 
avoid having a communication with Mr. Hampton, “especially if it’s with office funds,” 

Mr. Lopez recalled the issue began to disappear from his vantage point around the end of 
July 2008, and could not recall details of the resolution of the matter. Allegiant settled with 
DOT via consent order on September 15, 2008.^'* The consent order included a fine of $50,000, 
of which only $10,000 was to be due and paid in cash; $15,000 of the fine was offset for 
expenditures related to reprogramming the website to address the pricing issue, and the 
remaining $25,000 would only be imposed if Allegiant violated the consent order. Mr. Lopez 
testified that he was keepit^ Senator Ensign informed throughout his involvement in the 
enforcement proceeding. ■ 

Throughout the summer of 2008, Mr. Hampton contacted Senator Ensign’s office on a 
variety of legislative matters pertaining to Allegiant and other Nevada individuals. For exaniple, 
on September 11 and 12, 2008, Mr. Hampton contacted Mr. Lopez regarding the clearance of 
international flights through customs at McCarran Airport. On November 6, 2008, Mr. Hampton 
emailed Mr. Lopez firom his Alle^ant email address regarding the expiration of certain tax cuts. 

2. .Tohn Lopez Assists Mr. Hampton’s Client Entravision 

V 

hi June 2008, Mr. Hampton requested that MEr. Lopez provide him information on the 
DTV Border Fix Act, intended to provide relief to television stations on the Mexican border from 
a pending switch from analog to digital signal. On June 18, 2008, Mr. Lopez forwarded to Mr, 
Hampton a write-up on the Act prepared by Quinalty. Mr. Lopez, m that email, tried to provide 
additional sources of information on the bill, but promised “to let [Hampton] know if/when it is 
going to move.” On June 19, 2008, Mir. Lopez forwarded an article from Roll Call discussing 
related telecommunications issues. Mr. Lopez updated Mr. Hampton on the Act’s progress on 
July 15, July 22, and July 23 , 2008, explaining that there were anonymous holds preventing the 
Act from being passed by unanimous consent. The Act passed with an amendment on August 1, 
2008; on August 6, 2008, Mr. Lopez emailed Mr. Hampton to notify him of the Act’s passage 
and the substance of the amendment. 

At the time of these communications, Mr. Hampton had solicited and received a limited 
contract with Entravision, a Spanish-language media company, with respect to this issue. On 
July 23, 2008, Mr: Hampton emailed Senator Ensign: 

Just wanted to make you aware I signed a short term deal ^yith 
Entravision. Lovez has been most helpful. Don’t need anyfhmg 
just thought I should let you know. 

(emphasis added). 

. Mr. Hampton also worked with Entravision’s counsel, Barry Friedman, with respect to 
the Act. Mr. Lopez testified that he had no conversations with Senator Ensign about Entravision 
or helping Mr. Hampton regarding the Act. 


See Allegiant Air. LLC, Docket OST 2008-0031, Order 2008-9-18 (DOT Sept. 15, 2008). 
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On November 10, 2008, Mr. Hampton emailed Mr. Lopez to discuss the Ely Energy 
Center Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”)- Mr. Lopez testified that this was a 
legislative issue for Senator Ensign since 2006. NV Energy had proposed the construction of a 
coal-fired power plant on public lands in Nevada; the plant would be accompanied with corridors 
for carrying electricity, as well as a water pumping system to transfer water from White Pine 
County to Las Vegas. The next day, Mr. Hampton and Mr. Lopez spoke by, phone; Mr. Hampton 
asked for Senator Ensign’s assistance in urging the Department of Interior to publish the Draft 
EIS in the Federal Register in a timely fashion, because only a few months remained in the Bush 
presidency, and the Obama White House was likely to be far less favorable to a coal-fired power 
plant to which Senator Harry Reid was opposed. Mr. Lopez thought this call from Mr. Hampton 
was odd, because NV Energy had typically reli^ on lobbyist Marcus Faust as its advocate on 
federal issues. 

Nevertheless, Mr. Lopez contacted Ms. AUmon and told her that Mr. Hampton had 
contacted .the office regarding the Ely Energy Center; he requested that she develop a m^m o for 
Senator Ensign on the issue, which she submitted on November 13, 2008. Based on that memo. 
Senator Ensign, along with Congressman Dean Heller, sent a letter to Secretary of the Interior 
Dirk Kempthome urging him “to approve publication of the Draft [EIS] for NV Energy’s 
proposed Ely Energy Center.” 

On November 21, 2008, Mr, Lopez emailed Ms. AUmon and Mr. Chatwin; Mr. Lopez 
asked Ms. AUmon to caU Mr. Hampton and “fillQ him in” regarding the EIS,- and “make sure he 
gets letter and press release we sent.” Ms. AUmon testified that she thought Mr. Lopez was 
fielding a random call from Mr. Hampton.^^ 

The same day, NV Energy officials discussed Mr. Hampton’s involvement; Tony 
Sanchez, NV Energy’s Senior Vice President for Strategy, Policy, and External Affairs, wrote 
that NV Energy had requested Mr. Hampton “to see if [Senator Ensign] could ‘soft seU’ to 
Interior our getting the draft EIS asap with the outgoing administration.’’ According to Mr. 
Sanchez, Mr. Hampton believed the draft EIS would be issued Monday, November 24, 2008, 
based on conversations between Mb. Hampton and Mr. Lopez. Starla Lacy, an NV Energy 
employee, wrote in response, “Top seoret - Evidently Ensign and Heller sent a letter to interior - 
so much for a soft inquiry!” Based on these communications, NV Energy expected that 
Hampton would seek intervention by Senator Ensign on the issue, but did not expect that Senator 
Ensign would write a fonnal letter. 

November 24 came and went without the issuance of a Draft EIS. On December 12, 

2008, Mr. Hampton emailed Mb. Lopez, stating, “Hate to bring you back in the loop on 
feis. . .certainly no fault of [AUmon’ s] but stiU no release on this request from DOL Can you 
shed some li^t or hope that this is going to happen?” Mr. Lopez responded that he had “been 
pounding Interior and can’t figure out why this hasn’t come out.?’. 

^ Committee Staff, who conducted Allmon’s deposition, expressed doubts regarding Ms. AUmon’s 

credibility on this point to Special Counsel. 
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The same day, Ms. Allmon emailed Mr. Lopez and asked if she should reach out to Mr. 
Hampton regarding MV Energy. Mr. Lopez agreed. Four days later, December 16, 2008, Dick 
Bouts at Department of Interior emailed Ms. Allmon and Mr. Lopez to co nfirm that the Draft 
EIS would be published either that week or next, and attached a copy of the signed submission. 
Again, Ms. Allmon asked Mr. Lopez whether she should share this information with Mr. 
Hampton, .and Lopez told her to do so. Ms. Allmon could offer no explanation for these 
communications. 

Mr. Lopez testified that the issuance of the Draft EIS was “a major goal of the Senator’s 
to get this done.” Mr. Hampton’s inquiries on this issue served as a reminder to Mr, Lopez that 
this was a priority. Mr. Lopez could not recall informing Senator Ensign of Hampton’s 
involvement on this issue. 

4. Mr, Hampton Requests Help in Developing Relationships Between 
Allegant Airlines and Federal Officials ' 

On August 15, 2008, Mr. Hampton accepted an offer of employment with AUegiant 
Airlines as Vice President of Government Affairs. 

At some point in early 2009, according to Senator Ensign’s journal entries, Mr. Hampton 
and Senator Ensign had a chance encormter widi each other in a parking lot in Las Vegas and 
then had a subsequent telephone call. On January 22, 2009, likely after the meeting m the 
parking lot, M. Hampton emailed Lopez “regarding AUegiant and our desire to include 
[Gallagher] in as many discussions, round tables, and committee issues as possible as it relates to 
AviatioiL” Mr. Hampton made specific requests: (1) that Senator Ensign arrange a meeting 
between Secretary of Transportation Ray LaHood and AUegiant officials for introductory 
purposes; and (2) that Senator Sisign broker a similar meeting with the as-yet-mmamed FAA 
Administrator. Mr. Hampton stated: 

I have discussed these f requests! with [Senator Ensieni and he is 
aware I am comine to you. 

(emphasis added). 

Mr. Lopez assumed at that time that Senator Busign and 1^. Hampton were still on good 
terms, as he was stiU unaware of the affair. 

In response to this email, Mr. Lopez told Senator Ensign “that [GaUa^er] and 
[H^pton] and others in AUegiant were going to be coming out to Washington and that I thought 
it was - 1 told him that I said to [Hampton] that I thought it was a good idea, you know, that - 
you know, that he should do the meeting with LaHood.” M. Lopez recalled that, after receiving • 
the email from Hampton, that he was “comfortable going to the Senator on this.” Senator Ensign 
placed a telephone call to Secretary LaHood on January 29, 2009 to' request that he take a 
meeting with AUegiant officials; Secretary LaHood agreed. 

After that caU, on January 30, 2009, Mr. Lopez emailed Ms. Roberts to ask her to follow 
up on behalf of Senator Ensign with Secretary LaHood’s office regarding a meeting between 
Galla^er and Secretary LaHood. Ms. Roberts had difficulty contacting Secretary LaHqod’s 
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office, but eventually confirmed a meeting for March 1 1, 2009. Mr. Lopez also contacted Bob ' 
Herbert, Senior Policy Advisor for Senator Reid, regarding a meeting between Senator Reid, 
Senator Durbin, and Mr. Galja^er when Mr. Galla^er would be in town to meet with Secretary 
LaHood. Mr. Lopez informed Mr. Hampton the next day that Mr. Herbert was working on 
arranging such a meeting. Finally, Mr. Lopez set up a lunch in the Senate Dining Room on 
March 11, 2009 with himself. Senator Ensign, and Messrs. Hampton; Gaila^er, and Harrison. 

While Mr. Lopez at the tune rationalized that he was just guiding Mr. Hampton and 
Allegiant to DOT, he testified: 

[Sjitting here today, it’s painfully clear to me that that was - you 
know, yje were beim influenced to make a favorable outcome for 
Allesiant, there’s no question. 

(emphasis added) 

Despite Mr. Hampton’s statement to Mr. Lopez in January that he had spoken with 
Senator Ensign about Allegiant and raising its profile in Washiagton, a number of staffers 
testified that Senator Ensign expressed surprise when notified that Mr. Hampton would be 
■ accompanying him, Messrs. Lopez, Harrison and Gallagher to lunch on March 11, 2009. ' 
Senator Ensign also approached Lopez at this time and asked if Mr. Hampton had been lobbying 
other Senators. Mr. Lopez told Senator Ensign that he had heard that Mr. Hampton had visited 
Senator Thune’s office. Senator Ensign “looked surprised,’’ and Mr, Lopez testified that both he 
and Senator Ensign were surprised that Mr. Hampton was publicly lobbying other Senate offices. 
Mr. Lopez confirmed that Senator Ensign’s surj^se was limited to the fact that Hampton was 
lobbying other offices, not the fact that Mr. Hampton had lobbied Senator Ensign’s own office. 

Prior to the lunch, Messrs. Hampton, Gallagher, and Harrison arrived at Senator Ensign’s 
office. Mr. Lopez asked Mr. Chatwin to escort the three men to tlie dining room, which he did 
via tram. At the lunch, Mr. Lopez sat between Senator Ensign and Hampton. Senator Ensign 
asked how AUegiant’s meetings .were going, and Mr. Harrison and Mr. Gallagher responded that 
the meeting with the Secretary had gone well. Senator Ensign discussed cycling, his new hobby, 
and asked for Mr. Gallagher to sponsor a cycling event in the Las y egas area. Mr, Lopez 
recalled that Mr. Hampton was “silent” during the lunch. According to Senator Ensign’s journal, 
he recalls having lunch with Mr. Hampton in the Senate Dining Room and that it “was a very 
nice time.” Other attendees at die March 11, 2009 lunch had a distinctly different recollection of 
the tone of that lunch, namely, that Senator Ensign and Mr, Hampton were clearly not on good 
terms. 


The next day, March 12, 2009, Messrs. Hampton, Gallagher, and Haprison attended a 
Welcome to Washington breakfast hosted by Senators Ensign and Reid in the Lyndon Baines 
Johnson room in the Capitol building. 

From February through May 2009, Mr. Hampton contacted Mr. Lopez and other 
employees of Senator Ensign’s office regarding a variety of other issues for Allegiant, On 
February 6, 2009, Mr. Chatwin forwarded an article on aviation to Mr. Hampton at the request of 
Mr, Lopez; when Mr. Hampton responded with a question about “card check” for unions, 


36 


Chatwin asked Lopez how to respond. Mr. Lopez promised that he would handle the matter, and 
emailed'Mr. Hampton asking him to call regarding the “card check” issue. On February 18, 

2009, Me. Hampton emailed Mr. Lopez and thanked him for “all the help and good v/ork you 
provide me.” On March 25, 2009, Mr. Lopez and Mr. Hampton emailed regarding the Family 
and Medical Leave Act. On April 1, 2009, and April 21, 2009, Mr. Lopez, in response to Mr. 
Hampton’s request, sent information to Mr. Hampton regarding restrictions on travel to Cuba. 

On April 22, 2009, in response to Mr. Hampton’s request, Mr. Lopez sent information to Mr. ' 
Hampton regarding carbon monoxide regulations. 

Mr. Hampton’s one-year ban period concluded on May 1, 2009. 

K. Mr. Hampton Hires a Lawyer and Raises Damage Claims: Senator Coburn 
Handles Negotiations witli Senator Ensign 

According to Mr. Hampton, by late Spring of 2009, he was “tired of living a lie.” He was 
also concerned that he had lied to his current employer, Maury Galla^er. M:. Hampton became 
concerned that his relationship with Senator Ensign was beginning to change, and he began to 
feel some distance between them. 

Mr. Hampton sou^t legal counsel. He was referred to Las Vegas attorney Daniel 
Albregts. Mr. Albrcgts, a former Public Defender who primarily handled criminai matters but 
also handled some civil matters, met Mr. Hampton in April 2009. According to Mr. Albregts, 
Mr. Hampton came in and told a “jaw dropping” story, and asked him to be his counsel to 
determine whether he had a cause of action against Senator Ensign. Mr. Hampton was interested 
in securing enough money to relocate and start over. 

Mr. Albregts did not know who to contact on Senator Ensign’s behalf, so he called the 
Senator directly. After he introduced himself, there was a “pregnant pause.” Senator Ensign “let 
out a si^ and said why did he have to get lawyers involved?” Senator Ensign said he would get 
back to Mr. Albregts, but did not do so. 

Mr. Hampton then told Mr. Albregts that Senator Cobum was expecting his call to 
continue the negotiations. Senator Cobum told Mr. Hampton that he wanted to get involved with 
the issue. Mr. Albregts recalled that the communications he had with Senator Cobum occurred 
the week before Memorial Day 2009. Mr. Albregts understood that Senator Cobum was going 
to act as an intermediary between Senator Ensign and Mr. Hampton. 

Mr. Albregts spoke with Senator Cobum on three occasions, all on May 22, 2009. Mr. 
Albregts first had a five-minute call with Senator Cobum. Senator Cobum said that “he wanted 
to help Doug out.”' Senator Cobum also stated that he liked Doug Hampton, felt bad about what 
happened, and he was glad that they retained counsel to resolve this issue. Senator Cobum told 
Mr. Albregts to have Mr. Hampton tell him what he thinks he needs to start over, and Senator 
Cobum would then take that to the Ensigns . 

Mr. Albregts had an eight-minute call with Senator Cobum approximately an hour later. 
Senator Cobum recalled that he was on his traetpr at his home mowing his lawn at the time, and 
was annoyed to receive the call in the middle of that task. Mr. Albregts tried to get a ballpark 
estimate from Senator Cobum as to the amount he would be comfortable with. Mr. Albregts 






proposed $8 million based on a document Doug Hampton prepared. According to Mr. Albregts, 
Senator Cobum said that the figure was “absolutdy ridiculous.” Senator Cobum then stated that 
the Ensigns should buy the Hamptons’ home because it is so close to the Ensigns, and the 
Hamptons should receive an amount of money above and beyond that to start over, buy a new 
home, have some living money while they were looking for new employment, and possibly some 
seed money to send the children off to college. Senator Cobum stated that “that's what I’ve 
thought from day one would be fair,” but said that $.8 million was nowhere close to a reasonable 
figure. Saiator Cobum told Mr. Albregts to figure out what those amounts would be, and call 
him back. 

Mr. Albregts then spoke with Mr. Hampton, and asked him how much it would cost to 
get the house paid for, and how much he needed above that figure to get started somewhere new. 
Mr. Hampton then came back with some figures, and estimated $ 1.2 million for the home, and 
another $1.6 million to get started somewhere new. Mr. Albregts called Senator Cobum back for 
the final time with this revised figure on the same day in a five-minute call. Per Mr. Albregts, 
Senator Cobum responded by stating that “okay, that’s what I had in mind and I think is fait” 
and said he would take the figure to the Ensigns. Mr. Albregts later heard from Mh. Hampton 
that Senator Ensign refused the revised offer. 

Senator Cobum testified that he told Mr. Hampton’s attorney, Mr. Albregts, in May 2009 
that he was not “the negotiator,” and “it’s got to be something apropos.” Senator Cobum also 
testified that he did not propose any resolution, but was simply going to pass information to 
Senator Ensign. Mr. Albregts testified that Senator Cobum took an active role in the 
negotiations between Mr. Hampton and Senator Ensign, and this role included proposing specific 
resolutions. 

L. Senator Ensign Discloses the Affair to His Staff and the Public in .Tune 2009 
1. The Senator Sneaks of “Making the Hamptons Wfaole*^ 

After Senator Sisign refused the revised settlement offer, Mr, Hampton decided to take 
the matter to the media. Mr, Hampton wrote a letter to Megyn Kelly at Fox News on June 11, 
2009 in which he disclosed the affair and sought a meeting with the television station. On June 
15, 2009, Mr. Hampton forwarded a copy of the letter in an email to former Senator Rick 
Santorum, and asked Senator Santoram for help with the matter. Senator Santomm forwarded 
Mr. Hampton’s email and the letter to Senator Ensign at his Gmail address that evening at 
approximately 10:20 p.m. 

Senator Ensign immediately called an emergency staff meeting in the late evening of 
Jime 15, 2009 that lasted until approximately 3:00 a.m. on June 16, 2009, During that staff 
meeting. Senator Ensign disclosed the affair, and also disclosed that he had made a severance 
payment to the Hamptons. Senator Ensign stated that he would be making a public statement the 
next day in Las Vegas regarding the affair. 

Several staff members who attended the meeting recalled the use of the term severance or 
the concept of severance. Senator Ensign’s now former Communications Director Rebecca 
Fisher testified that Senator Ensign “said that he tried to - he wanted to make [Hampton] whole. 
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that he had calculated three months of pay for [Hampton] and dien three months of pay for [Ms. 
Hampton] and had gotten a total, and then he’d also taken into account what health insurance 
would cost for the family, and that he had given them money to cover that” Ms. Fisher also 
recalled that Senator Ensign stated that the payment was an effort to “make them whole,” and 
that he was “trying to be fair ... trying to make sure they were taken care of after [Hampton] left 
the office.” Ms. Fisher recalled that Senator Ensign wanted to focus on the payment and the 
recent demands by Hampton, but Ms. Fisher believed that the media would focus as much 
attention to the severance payment made to the Hamptons as the affair itself. 

Senator Ensign’s now former Legislative Director stated that during the staff meeting. 
Senator Ensign referred to the payment to the Hamptons as severance, and the payment included 
COBRA, payments. Specifically, “[h]e [Senator Ensign] said he paid severance to the Hamptons, 
and he talked about a number of differait things it included, including enou^ money for 
COBRA benefits.” Senator Ensign later told his Legislative Director during an individual 
meeting that he made the payment to the Hamptons because he still loved Ms. Hampton and 
.wanted her and her family to be taken care of. 

Senator Ensign’s then current Deputy Chief of Staff recalled that during the staff 
meeting, Senator Ensign stated that he gave the Hamptons “money out of his own pocket for a 
few months - he said for a few months to cover his salary and COBRA payments.” 

Additionally, in an email written from John Lopez to Senator Ensign the day after the 
public statement of the affair, Mr. Lopez stated that the Senator should speak with his attorneys 
before “we start answering questions about “severance” [quotes in original]” and other items so 
you don’t put yourself in a bad position. 

La addition to staff testimony regarding Senator Ensign’s description of the payment 
during the June 15, 2009 staff meeting, other witnesses provided testimony regarding the 
severance payment. One of Senator Ensign’s long-standing spiritual advisors spoke with Senator 
Ensign about the payment to the Hamptons, and Senator Ensign stated “Fm going to give hhn as 
much severance as possible.” Additionally, Mr. Blanker heard about the severance from Senator 
Ensign, Darlene Ensign, and Mr. Hampton. Mr. Slanker recalled ihat Senator Ensign stated that 
“we gave Cindy $100,000 severance to help them.” 

2, Senator Ensign Makes .Tournal Entries Describing the Payment to the 
Hamptons 

Senator Ensign maintained an electronic journal, which was made available to Special 
Counsel and Committee Staff. One of the Senator’s journal' entries described the lead-up to the 
June 16, 2009 public statement, including the affair and the severance payment made to the 
Hamptons. Senator Ensign’s journal, entitled “June Journal 2009,” explained that following the 
discovery of the affair, the Senator wanted to help the Hampton family as they transitioned to a 
new life. The Senator wrote about a discussion he.had with his father about the payment: 

June 5-20 Public Confession 

Last year I had [sic] affair with Cindy. It lasted on and off from 

December of 2007 till early around the first week in August 2008. 
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Doug or Darlene had caught us several times and finally all agreed 
that Doug and Cindy would have to leave my employ..,. 

I did not want the government to have to pay any severance pay or 
the campaign. So I was going to help them transition into their 
new life. I went to my- dad and he said he would rather give them 
some money as a gift to help them out He had Brace write the 
check for about 100k. 

3. Senator Ensign Makes Draft Public Statements Referring to a 

“Severance’* Payment 

Senator Ensign prepared drafts of his public statement on June 16, 2009. Senator Ensign 
prepared the initial draft of the public statement on an airplane from Washington, D.C. to Las 
Vegas and attempted to email the draft.to Mr. Mazzola, Senator Ensign’s former 
communications director. Mr. Mazzola did not receive the draft statement due to technical 
difficulties, and the Senator and Mr, Mazzola later re-wrote the statement. A copy of the 
Senator’s initial draft statement, thought to be deleted, was later recovered. 

In the first version of the draft statement, written by Senator Ensign and dated June 16, 
2009 at 7:57 a.m.. Senator Ensign wrote that he paid “severance” to Doug and Cynthia Hampton 
following the affair and the “unsustainable work atmosphere” that had developed as a result. 
Significantly, Senator Ensign sent the draft to Mr. Mazzola with a direction to “send this only on 
gmail to others for comments.” This direction was consistent with Senator Ensign’s policy to 
send emails to staff on Gmail so the documents would not be transmitted through Saiate servers. 

In this draft, the Senator explained that the payment was to help in the Hamptons’ 
transition after leaving the Senator’s employment: 

B ecaiise of the affair, an unsustainable work atmosphere had 
developed and it became apparent they could no longer work for 
me. To help them transition to new work, we gave them what was 
the equivalent qf 6 months severance pay and 1 year of health 
insurance expense — ^personally, not out of campaign or official 
accounts.” 

(emphasis added). 

A second draft prepared by Senator Ensign, dated June 16, 2009 at 1:18 p.m., similarly 
referred to the payment of “6 months severance pay and 1 year of health insurance expense.” In 
both of the Senator’s versions, he wrote that the payments were made “personally” and not out of 
campaign or official accounts. Neither draft statement mentioned Michael or Sharon Ensign or 
the Ensign Family Trust; nor did the statements mention that the Hamptons’ children were also 
payees. 


Mr, Mazzola forwarded the draft to key JEnsign staff members, including John Lopez, 
Rebecca Fisher, Sari Mann, Pam Thiessen, and Jason Mulvihill, via email at 2:22 p. 3 n. on 
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June 16, 2009. This version of the draft statement also described the 2008 pavment as 
"severance”: 


Last year, my wife and I decided to give what would be the 
equivalent of six months severance to each of them out of our 
personal funds. Let me be clear: These Were strictly personal 
funds. This was to get them transitioned into new work. 

This draft stated that Senator Ensign and wife made the payment. As in the earlier, . 
deleted draft statements, the draft did not mention the involvement of the Senator’s parents. 

4. Based on Advice from Senator Ensign’s Attorney. His Staff Removes 

AH References to Payments in the Final Pablic Statement 

Senator Ensign’s staff worked to revise the draft statemeat. About one hour before the 
Senator’s planned press conference,. Ms. Fisher conferred with attorney Chris Gober, counsel to 
Sehator Ensign and his campaign, regarding the draft statement. Mr. Gober advised the Senator 
to remove all references to the payment of severance. Mr. Gober further emailed his concerns to 
Ms. Fisher, explaining that: 

[tjhe statement, as currently written, raises a host of 
potential criminal issues for the Senator, ^ The language 
draws a direct connection between the affair, the 
termination of the Laffers, and the ^^severanee payment.” 

Although the statement attempts to legitimize the reason for 
the payment, it’s awfully odd that he made Ihe payments 

.. from personal funds If this statement doesn’t get the 

attention of the U.S. Attorney’s Office, then nothing will. 

(emphasis added). 

This docummt was withheld as privileged by Senator Ensign’s attorney for over eighteen 
months on the basis of an unsubstantiated claim of attorney-client privilege. The erpail was sent 
to a shared Gmail address for Senator Ensign’s then Communications Director and her husband, 
not to Senator Ensign. Senator Ensign did not abandon his claim of privilege until February 
2011 after receiving a letter froim the Committee challenging his cl aims of privilege. Ms. Fisher 
contacted the Senator by phone to informhim of Mr. Gober’s concerns. Ms. Fisher understood 
that Senator Ensign had already spoken with Mr. Gober, disagreed with his counsel, and wanted 
to proceed with the reference to money. As a result of Mr. Goher’s advice, Ms. Fisher removed 
all references to the exchange of money in the draft statement, and forwarded Ihe revised draft to 
the Senator with copies to his staff. Unlike the earlier drafts, the revised statement made no 
reference to any payments made to the Hamptons or to Senator Ensign’s desire to help transition 
the Hamptons into new work. 

The final statement delivered to the press similarly omitted the reference to the severance 
payment made to the Hampton family. 
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5. Mr. Hampton Reveals in Public That the Senator Made Payments to 

the Hamptons 

After the public disclosure of the affair, Mr. Hampton was interviewed by Jon Ralston, a 
local journalist in Las Vegas. The interview was televised, In the interview, Mr. Hampton 
stated that his wife received more than $25,000 ftom Senator Ensign when she left his 
employriient. This statement stimulated the media’s inquiries into the specifics of the payment. 

The Senator first publicly acknowledged that the Hamptons received a payment of 
$96,000 in a July 9, 2009 public statement released by his attorney, Paul Coggins.^^ Although 
the Senator acknowledged that a payment had been made to. the Hampton family, for the first 
time the statement described the payment as a “gift” from the Senator’s parents to the Hampton 
family, as opposed to a severance payment made by the Senator and his wife. The statement 
further stated that the payment to the Hamptons was consistent with a “pattern of generosity by 
the Ensign family to the Hamptons and others.” 

Statement on behalf of Sen. John Ensign: 

in April 2008, Senator John Ensign’s parents each made gifts to 
Doug Hampton, Cindy Hampton, and two of their children in the 
form of a check totaling $96,000. Each gift was limited to $12,000. 

The payments were made as gifts, accepted as gifts and complied 
with tax rules governing gifts. 

After the Senator told his parents about the affair, his parents 
■decided to make the gifts out of concern for the well-being of long- 
time family friends during a difficult time. The gifts are consistent 
with a pattern of generosity by the Ensign family to the Hamptons 
and others. 

None of the gifts came firom campaign .or official funds nor were 
they related to any campaign or official duties. Senator Ensign has 
complied with all applicable laws and Senate ethics rules, 

Paul Coggins 

Fish & Richardson P.C. 

Counsel for Senator J ohn Ensign 

This statement made on behalf of the Senator gives the misleading impression that the 
senior Ensigns considered the Hamptons to be “long-time family friends,” that the gifts were 
motivated by the senior Ensigns’ “concern for the well-being of [these so-called] long time 
friends,” and that the gifts were “consistent with a pattern of generosity by the Ensign famil y to 


See Transcript of Jon Ralston’ s interview with Doug Hampton, 
httD://www.lasvegassn]ni.com/news/2Q09/Tul/08/transcript-ion-raIstons-mterview-<ioug-haTnptnn {last 
visited April 25, 201 1). 

See New York Times, Senator’s Parents Gave Mistress Thousands, July 10, 2009. 
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the Hamptons." First, as described herein, it was no secret that Michael Ensign did not have a 
high regard or affection for Doug Hampton from, his first encounter with him years eariier. • 
Second, the payment had all the indicia of a generous, if illegal, severance payment made in an 
effort to pacify and calm the anxious Hahiptons, whom Senator Ensign had just terminated horn 
their well-paying jobs with him. 

6 . ' Michael Ensign4 Sharon Ensign, and Senator Ensign Submit 
Affidavits to the FEC Regarding the Payment 

With the $96,000 payment a matter of public record, as noted above, CREW filed a 
complaint on June 24, 2009 with the Federal Election Commission, asserting that the payment 
amounted to an illegal campaign contribution. Mr. Gober prepared affidavits for the signature of 
the Senator and both of the senior Ensigns and submitted them to the FEC. According to 
Michael and Sharon Ensign’s substantially similar August 11, 2009 affidavits to the FEC, after 
Senator Ensign informed them of the affair with Ms. Hampton, arid unprompted by Senator 
Ensign or anyone else, the parents "decided to make gifts to the Hampton family out of concern 
for the well-being of long-time family friends.” Senator Ensi^’s August 1 1, 2009 affidavit 
made a similar claim that he “did not request that his parents make the gifts to the Hamptons," 
and that, instead, he learned of their gifts when they “informed [the Senator] that they made gifts, 
totaling $96,000" to the Hampton family. 

When pressed by the Special Counsel about whether his son had requested him to make 
the payment, Michael Ensign stated, however, that Senator Ensign “may have mentioned” the 
Senator’s need to compensate the Hamptons. 

The Ensigns stated to the FEC that they independently determined that they would make 
a payment to the Hamptons of approximately $100,000, but reduced the payment to $96,000 in 
order to comply with applicable ^ tax laws. Michael Ensign instructed his Chief Financial ' 
Officer, Bruce Hampton, to prepare and sign a check for $96,000, dated April 7, 2008, to Doug, 
Cynthia, Brandon, and Blake Hampton out of the Ensign Family Trust account. 

The affidavits of Michael and Sharon Ensign explained that they had made “sizeable gifts 
to the Hampton family” over the 20 year friendship with the Senator. Specifically, the senior 
Ensigns stated that they “paid for the Hampton family to vacation in Hawaii” which, in addition 
to the flints on a private jet, included “a rental home vidth its own private 9-hole golf course, 
food, and recreational activities. Although I have not undertaken an accounting of the total cost 
of the trip, I believe the cost that could be allocated to the Hamptons was at least $30,000.” 

Both of the senior Ensigns acknowledged under questioning by the Special Counsel that 
they did not carefully review the -affidavits before signing them and that the affidavits had been 
prepared by the Senator’s counsel after a short telephone call with Michael Ensign. The lawyer 
did not speak with Sharon Ensign before preparing her affidavit 

The FEC General Counsel urged the Commission in a report dated March 31, 2010 that 
the FEC find reason to believe that the $96,000 was, in fact, an excessive campaign contribution, 





and recommended an investigation into this matter. The FEC rejected the General Counsel’s 
reconunendation by a 5 to 0 vote on. November 19, 2010.^* 

a. There Was No Evidence Supporting the Assertion in the FEC 
Affidavits That the Senior Ensigns Paid for the Hamptons’ 

Trip to Hawaii 

The “Ensign Family Sample itinerary” details the arrival of the 16 individuals who 
attended the trip: the Ensign family, the Hampton family, members of Senator Ensign’s brother 
BilT.s family, and the Ensign family nanny. The various activities that were planned such as 
dinner at Spago’s, a spa treatment, golf, the Maui Aquarium, scuba diving, whale watching, , 
snorkeling, a luau, and other planned meals. Additionally, the Committee has a copy of Senator 
Ensign’s journal entry regarding Ihe Hawaii trip. The journal entry details some of the activities 
from the trip, but does not state that Michael Ensign paid for the trip. 

According to the evidence, the families used a travel service called ‘Ture Maui,” a 
company that provides luxury lodging and entertainment services to persons vacationing in 
Maui.^® The Committee does not have evidence as to the exact cost of the private homes the 
Ensign and the Hampton families stayed in or who paid for them. According to Senator Ensign’s 
journal, his immediate family stayed in a private home at no cost, and his brother’s family stayed 
with the Hamptons in a separate home that was rented. Senator Ensign’s journal for the time 
period states that he and his family stayed at the residence of Joe and Gail Mitchell. No evidence 
has been presented that Senator Ensign disclosed this gift of lodging with the Senate Ethics 
Committee. 

With respect to expenses, an invoice from Pure Maui details approximately $9,262.00 in 
costs from the trip, including golf, a private boat charter and a private chef. The invoice states: 
“Bill to: John Ensign.” The invoice, along with a second Pure Maui invoice for $23,898.20, 
presumably for lodging expenses, and numerous other vacation charges totaling approximately 
$10,374, was charged to a MasterCard that is believed to be Senator Ensign’s. The total' 
approximate cost of the trip for all 16 people to attend was $43,534. The evidence suggests, 
however, that the focus of the Hawaii trip was not the Hamptons - they were incidental guests 
that attended this trip and added no real significant cost to the travel or housing expense. 

The affidavits of the senior Ensigns and of Senator Ensign appear to be misleading and 
potentially false on the central issue of the FEC investigation - the nature of the $96,000 
pa 3 nnent from the senior Ensigns to the Hamptons and the purported “pattern of generosity’ from 
the senior Ensigns to the Hamptons, The senior Ensigns’ ^davits also appear to be false on 
their estimation that the value of the trip to the Hamptons was at least $30,000, because, as noted 


Eric Lichlblau, F.E.C. Rejected Counsel With Its Vote on Senator, New York Times, 

December 20, 2010. 

Pure Maui currently advertises that “Bhiwaii’s most luxurious vacation experience [ie.. Pure 
Kauai] is now available on Maui,” ‘Eabulous private homes. Gourmet chefs. The island’s best adventures 
and spa services. And personalized attention that raises the standard for luxury travel...,” See 
www.puremaiii.com . 
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above, the entire trip for 16 people cost approximately $43,534, so the Hamptons’ share of the 
expenses in Hawaii would have been less than $ 14,000. 

According to Michael Ensign, he allowed Senator Ensign to use the family airplane for 
the trip, a Gulfstream TV that is used entirely and frequently for personal Ensign family travel. 
Mr. Ensign was absolutely certain, however, that he did not pay for any housing 
accommodations, food or activities on the trip for his own adult children and Ms grandchildren, 
let alone for the Hamptons. Mr. Ensign disavowed his EEC affidavit during the deposition, 
stating “that’s absolutely false.” Specifically, Mr. Ensign stated that “Well, this payment for 
these things in Hawaii, that’s absolutely false. We never paid for anything. We let them use the 

airplane, that’s it And I absolutely did not pay anything in Hawaii, talking about a home 

and a golf course and food.- No, none of that, paid nothing.” 

Senator Ensign’s mother testified that she did not recall paying for any expenses related 
to the Hawaii trip, and testified that any payment for the Hawaii trip would have come from the 
Ensign Family Trust Fund. Additionally, Senator Ensign’s mother also did not recMl giving 
Senator Ensign funds from accounts other than the Ensign,Family Trust Fund. The Committee 
recently received information from Senator Ensign’s mother, in the form of the scan of two 
checks with no written explanation, which appears to reflect that she may have deposited 
approximately $50,000 into Senator Ensign’s bank or credit card account around the time of this 
post-election, 2006 Hawaii holiday trip that her two sons tooL This deposit, which was made 
out to Citibank, was also made around the time that Senator Ensign was charging trip expenses 
in Hawaii to his credit card. The Conunittee received no testimony from Mrs. Ensign or anyone 
to the effect that this giving of money to her son was unusual, extraordinary, or timed to 
reimburse him specifically for the Hampton expenses on the Hawaii trip. Additionally, Senator 
Ensign’s brother’s- family occupied the home in Hawaii in which the Hamptons stayed, arguably 
making any added housing cost for the Hamptons’ presence to be non-existent or negligible. 
Finally, based on the cost fi^gures noted above, the $30,000 estimation of the value of the trip to 
the Hamptons appears to be overstated. 

Ihe inconsistency between the facts and the FEC affidavit requires, the Special Counsel 
submits, further investigation by the Department of Justice and the FEC. 

b. Michael and Sharon Ensign’s Payment to the Hamptons 
Greatly Exceeds Other Gifts Given to Non-Ensign Family 
Members 

Michael and Sharon Ensign’s financial generosity towards their family, close friends and 
employees is extraordinary. Michael and Sharon Ensign made regular disbursements to their 
children and grandchildren from the Ensign Family Trust. For example. Senator Ensign and 
Darlene Ensign received a significant annual gift from Michael and Sharon Ensign, including 
$300,000 in 2006, $400,000 in 2007, and $300,000 in 2008, 2009, and‘2010. 

The senior Ensigns also made disbursements to extended family members, to close 
friends of the senior Ensigns, and to the senior Ensigns’ emploj^ees and the families of their 
employees. The gifts to the Ensign friends are typically made on an annual basis, and are usually 
disbursed during the holiday season. The Ens ig ns have demonstrated a particular loyalty to their 



long-standing friends, with annual gifts to Michael Ensign’s f amil y doctor and members of his 
family, and to his retired priest. The gifts reviewed by the Committee in this matter do not, 
however, demonstrate a “palter of giving” to the Hamptons. 

The total amount of gifts given by the senior Ensigns in 2010 was $1,504,000. As of 
April 1, 201 1 , $87,500 has been distributed to Ensign family members. 

In 2009, Michael and Sharon Ensign made gifts in varying amounts, from $5,000 to 
$52,000, to a number of close personal friends. The total amount of gifts given by the senior 
Ensigns in 2009 was $1,464,000. 

In 2008, Michael and Sharon Ensign-made a number of gifts to non-relatives, including 
the payment to the Hamptons, The payment ru 2008 is the only, payment to the Hamptons. The 
total amount of gifts given by the senior Ensigns in 2008 was $1,576,339. The only non-family 
member who received a payment similar in size to the Hampton payment in 2008 was a former 
daughter-in-law that Michael Ensign stated was still considered to be a member of the family. 
Aside from that payment, the Hamptons’ payment is double the next highest payment, which was 
made to the Ensigns’ long-standing f amil y doctor and friend. 

M. . The Senator*s Chief of Staff MSsIeads tihe Public Regarding Senator Ensign’s 
Actions and Mi*. Hampton*s Lobbying Efforts 

As discussed above, the affair became public on June 16, 2009. After the affair became 
public, members of the press and public began to inquire as to the nature of the relationship 
between Mr. Hampton and Senator Ensign and his staff during Mr. Hampton’s one-year ban 
period.^® Senator Ensign’s staff responded to these inquiries -with misleading explanations. For 
example, Mr. Lopez told the New Yorir Times that Senator Ensign had designated him to be the 
office’s intermediary with Hampton “to ensure that the contacts complied with the law.” 

Mr. Lopez later testified in his deposition by the Special Counsel that this was not true: 

Q: So why did you tell the New York Times reporter that? 

A: To - you know, to paint the best picture of tihe Senator on this. 

Keep in mind, I was still drinking the Kool-Aid at diat point. And 
I mean, that - what I said was a mi.scbaracterization of mv — of the 
conversation I really had with the Senator, was addin g in that stuff 
about complying with the law and so forth. 

Mr. Lopez also told the New York Times that “his conversations with Mr. Hampton were 
simply ‘informational,’” and the article quoted him as saying, “Did [Hampton] advocate and try 
to lobby in a couple of instances? Absolutely. But that’s his problem..” Mr. Lopez testified to 
Special Counsel that this was not a fair statement 


^ See, e.g., Eric Lipton and Eric Lichtblan, Senator’s Aid After Affair Raises Flags Over Ethics, 

New York Times at A1 (Oct. 1, 2009). 
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Similarly, Mr, Lopez told a reporter for Politico that he was required “to make sure that 
Hampton, wasn’t breakdng the law by lobbying Ensign within one year of leaving his staff.” Mr. 
Lopez testified that “what happened was hot as - it wasn’t this way,” and that in reality, he was 
trying to “paint it in the best light for the Senator,” Mr. Lopez noted that any statement that 
Senator Ensign never directed Mr. Lopez to folfill requests from Mr. Hampton would be untrue, 
“because when I said that I will deal with [Hampton] and handle his requests, rSenatnr Ensif^] 
agreed to it readily. Hejustdidn’t want to know about the rest of the details,” Mr. Lopez 
explained that he was asked to deal with Mr. Hampton “because I was willing to do it, and the 
Senator knew that I would do it for him , . . and he didn’t want to know the details of what that 
meant,” Mr. Lopez confirmed that both he and Senator Ensign knew drat Mr. Hampton would 
be working on behalf of clients in seeking to influence the Senate office in violation of the one- 
year ban; 

I don’t think there’s any reasonable wav von conid think 
otherwise, so ves . 


in. SUMMARY OF PRELIMINARY INQUIRY INVESTIGATION 

A, The Request for Investigation of Senator Ensign 

On June 16, 2009, Senator Ensign held a public press conference in which he admitted he 
had an extramarital ^air with a member of his staff, later identified as Ms. Hampton. On June 
. 24, 2009, the Committee received a “Request for Investigation of Senator John Bosign” from 
CREW, The request alleged that Senator Ensi^’s conduct with Cynthia Hampton constituted 
employment discrimination on the basis of sex in the form of sexual harassment, and referred to 
a press report in which an anonymous source stated that thd Senator had made a severance 
payment to Ms. Hampton. On July 21, 2009, Senator Ensign, thirou^ counsel, responded to 
CREW’S June 24, 2009 submission, and requested that the Committee dismiss CREW’s request 
for an investigation. 

On October 6, 2009, CREW submitted a supplemental letter to the Committee outlining 
additional information that CREW believed relevant to an investigation of Senator Ensign.^^ 

That submission raised additional questions regarding Senator Ensign’s conduct, including with 
respect to potential post-employment lobbying ban violations by Doug Hampton, and issues 
related to apparent payments to the Hamptons. It ^so requested an investigation into Senator 
Cobum’s role with respect to the settlement negotiations between Senator Ensign and Mr. 
Hampton. 


B. The Preliminary Tnmiirv 

The Committee authorized a Preliminary Inquiry and sent a letter to Senator Ensign’s 
counsel on October 21, 2009 asking the Senator to respond to specific questions and detailed 


That information was derived primarily from a New York Times article regarding Senator Ensign ■ 
published on or about October 2 , 2009 . 
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requests for information related to numerous issues relevant to the Pre limin ary Inquiry. The 
Committee also directed the Senator in writiag to “preserve and prevent the destruction of any 
documents or electronic media that may contain any information which is in any way relevant to 
any of the , . . questions or matters mentioned therein until further notice of the Committee.” 

Senator Ensign, through counsel, provided an initial response to the Committee’s specific 
questions and requests for information on November 20, 2009. This response also addressed 
CREW’S October 6 Letter. Senator Ensign, through counsel, also made an additional submission 
on December 16, 2009, and responded thereafter to a number of supplemental requests of the 
Committee staff. 


1. Initial Pocmnent Prodnctions, Witness Interviews, and Depositions 

During the course of the 22 month iuvestigation, Committee staff, later joined by Special 
Counsel, conducted 72 witness interviews and depositions, including members of Senator 
Ensign’s current and former staff and numerous third parties and reviewed over a half million • 
documents received from numerous sources, including Senator Ensign and Ms staff. 

Under procedures agreed to by the Senator and the Committee, images of the desktop 
computers, laptop computers, and BlackBerries associated with the Senator and his office were 
created and maintained by the Sergeant at Anns (“SAA”) in January 2010. in April 2010, the 
Senator disclosed that he had a home desktop computer, wMch had not been previously disclosed 
to the Committee, and images were made of that device as well. The Senator submitt^ an 
affidavit in May 2010, explaining that he “simply did not tMnk of tMs computer” in connection 
with the earlier imaging because he used it only infrequently for work. 

After lengthy negotiations with the Senator’s counsel over how these electronic 
documents were to be searched, productions of several hundred thousand electronic documents 
were made in August 2010. Production of documents from these sources continued until 
February 2011. Electronic documents received from Senator Ensign and his Senate staff were 
loaded into a database for review by Committee Staff. These 498,592 documents consisted of 
emails, calendar entries, and native documents. 

The Committee staff also moved forward to obtain information from numerous third 
parties, including persons and companies Senator Ensign contacted in his efforts to assist Mr. 
Hampton in finding employment, companies for whom Mr. Hampton worked and other Senate 
offices that had been contacted by Mr. Hampton during his lobbying ban period, National 
NRSC, Republican Policy Committee and individual Senate offices). Staff also received 
documents from Senator Coburn. The Committee staff interviewed 40 witnesses, including the 
Hamptons, and then conducted a first round of 16 depositions that concluded on July 6, '2010. 
•These witnesses included current and former Ensign Senate staff. Committee staff thereafter 
interviewed several additional witnesses, including three DOT officials involved in contact with 


The Committee hired an outside vendor, CACI, to assist in processing and reviewing the 
electronic document production. CACI subsequently assisted both the Committee Staff and Special 
Counsel during the Preliminary Inquiry. 
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Senator Ensign’s office as to matters on which Mr. Hampton was working. Committee staff also, 
reviewed over 32,000 pages of materials produced by 32 different sources in hard copy. 

As the document review continued to proceed in earnest through the Fall of 2010, 
Committee staff determined that a second round of depositions would be necessary. The planned 
depositions were complicated, however, by a parallel criminal investigation by the Public 
Integrity Section of the Justice Department. Five witnesses asserted or threatened to assert their 
Fifth Amendment rights in light of the parallel Justice Department investigation. Committee 
staff obtained immunity orders for certain witnesses, who were deposed in December 2010 and 
J anuary 2011.^ Depositions of other witnesses were pos^oned while Committee staff 
determined what accommodations might be made to account for the Justice Department’s 
concerns. 


2. Retention of Special Counsel to Assist with PreliminarY Ingniry 

At this stage, the Committee and its staff concluded that the assistance of a Special 
Counsel would materially advance the Preliminary Inquiry. On January 31, 2011, the Committee 
voted unanimously to retain as Special Counsel Carol Elder Bruce and her law firm K&L Gates 
LLP to assist in conducting the Preliminary Inquiry and to assist the Committee staff in malring 
the required report of Bindings and recommendations upon completion of the inquiry. 

Special Counsel immediately began to undertake the remaining work necessary to bring 
the Prel imina ry Inquiry to completion. Special Counsel reviewed the sets of key documents 
compiled by the Committee staff along with the deposition transcripts, exhibits and interview 
memoranda, and information from these sources was added to an initial chronology of events 
that had been started by Committee staff. Independent searches of the data sources were 
conducted by the Special Counsel’s staff to supplement die previous work by SSCE and prepare 
for upcoming depositions, 

a. Additional Docnment Prodnction and Forensic Tmavim* 

Special Counsel and Committee staff jointly concluded there was evidence of potential 
deletion of relevant materials, unexplained gaps in production, and serious factual and legal 
insufficiencies in the privilege logs Senator Ensign’s counsel submitted. The Committee 
consequently s^t letters to Senator Ensign’s counsel in late February 2011 to address its 
concerns and to request that Senator Ensign permit the forensic imaging of devices in the 
possession of the SAA which might provide key information contained in the metadata anrl fill in 
possible gaps chronologically. 

On March 4, 2011, counsel for Senator Ensign produced 265 documents that he had 
determined should have been produced on September 20, 2010, but had not been due to an error 
by Senator Ensign’s private e-discovery vendor. Less than a week later, the Senator’s counsel 


^ Committee staff undertook several other depositions at this time as well, mcluding the Senator’s 

press secretary and several staffers for other Senators who had been contacted by Mr. Hampton. Ih all, 
eight additional depositions were taken between November 2010 and January -2011. • 
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produced another 760 documents, previously withheld as privileged, in response to the 
Committee’s February 23, 201 1 letter challenging prior assertions of privilege. 

Special Counsel and Committee staff also obtained forensic images of Senator Ensign’s 
two laptops and BlackBerry device and John Lopez’s work laptop from die SAA. A total of 939 
docunients were segregated as potentially privileged and reviewed by a team of K&L Gates 
attorneys assisting Special Counsel. As a result, 73 documents were determined to be potentially 
privileged and copies of those materials were provided to Senator Ensign’s counsel. A total of 
49,821 documents were subsequently reviewed for relevance. 

The Committee and Special, Counsel also made additional efforts to identify any 
materials that had been deleted from the devices and potentially missed by the initial coEection 
efforts. CACI was able to retrieve 6,268 records that had previously been deleted from the 
devices and retained in the unallocated space on the hard drives. Although initially it was 
believed that actual deletion dates of documents on Senator Ensi^’s computer could be 
obtained, CACI determined that such information could not be obtained. 

Special Coun.sel and Com.mittee staff also obtained other materials from John Lopez. 
Counsel for hfr. Lopez informed Special Counsel and SSCE that a .pst file containing emflirs 
from the time of Mr. Lopez’s employment with Senator Ensign had been uploaded to his current 
employer’s server. Four hundred and twenty-nine (429) emails were subsequently produced 
from this source. Mr. Lopez’s counsel also informed SSCE and Special Counsel that Mr. Lopez 
also had a personal laptop that he utilized during his tenure as Chief of Staff for Senator En.sT gn 
that contained materials relevant to the investigation. A forensic image of this laptop was made 
and 1,643 emails were uploaded to the database for review. 

b. Additional Depositions and Immunized Testimony 

With the Committee’s explicit permission and direction, Special Counsel and Committee 
staff worked with Senate Legal Counsel to apply for immunity for Mr. Lopez and Mr. Hampton. 
Special Counsel and the Committee’s Chief Counsel then met with the Chief of the Public 
Integrity Section to impress upon him the Committee’s s ignifi cant interest in having all of the 
information necessary to fully evaluate the conduct of a sitting Senator. The Department 
dropped its opposition to an immunity order for Mr. Lopez, and Special Counsel proceeded to 
depose him under a grant of immunity. The Department indicted Mr. Hampton for alleged 
violations of 18 U.S.C. § 207(e)(2) on March 24, 2011.^^ 

As a consequence of that indictment, Mr. Hampton could not be deposed for the 
Preliminary Inquiry. However, Special Counsel did undertake the deposition of Mr. Lopez and 
of Yorick Jur^, Senator Ensign’s Information Systems Manager, under grants of immunity. 
Special Cqxmsel also deposed eight other witnesses in the final round of Pr eliminar y Inquiry 
depositions. The round of depositions was intended to conclude with the deposition of Senator 
Ensign on May 4 and 5, 2011. 


See United States v. Hampton, Case No. l:ll-cr-00085 (D.D.C. Mar. 24, 2011). 
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Special Counsel also undertook an independent assessment of the substantial 
investigative record and of the applicable law in order to make the findings and 
recommendations contained in this Report. 

C. The Retirement and Resignation of Senator Ensign 

On March 7, 2011, Senator Ensign announced he would not seek re-election in 2012. On 
April 21, 2011,. while the Preliminary Inquiry remained ongoing; Senator Ensign announced he 
would resign as the 24th Senator .from the State of Nevada, effective May 3, 2011. That 
effective date was prior to the previously scheduled deposition dates for the Senator, during 
which Special Counsel had intended to elicit extensive testimony on matters relevant to the 
Preliminary Inquiry. 

IV. FINDINGS OF THE SPECIAL COUNSEL 

A. There Is Substantial Credible Evidence That Senator Ensign Cdnsbired to 
Violate, and Aided and Abetted Mr. Hampton’s Violations of The Post 
Employment Contact Ban. 18 U.S.C. § 207 

Special Counsel has identified at least thirty instances in which Mr. Hampton contacted a 
Senate official during the year after he left Senator Ensign’s staff, involving twelve separate 
client matters. Special Counsel also considers it likely that more such contacts occurred, but 
were not memorialized in writing or preserved for discovery in this investigation. Senate rules 
have long barred Senators and their staffs from lobbying former Senate colleagues, employees, 
and employers for one year after leaving office.^ This prohibition is also embodied in a criminal 
statute, 18 U.S.C. §207.^^ 

Special Counsel submits that the record contains substantial credible evidence that 
Senator Ensign conspired to violate, and aided and abetted Mr. Hampton’s violations of, 18 
U.S.C. § 207(e)(2). 


1. Mr. Hampton’s Contacts Were Not Exempt as “Informational’* 
Contacts 

It was suggested by counsel for Mr. Lopez and Senator Ensign, and by Senator Ensign 
himself, that communications by covered fonfier employees with Senators or Senate staff are 

Manual, at 87 (citations omitted). 

18 U.S.C. § 207(e)(2). (2) Officers and staff of the Senate. — Any person who 
is an elected officer of the Senate, or an employee of the Senate to whom paragraph 
(7)(A) applies, and who, within 1 year after that person leaves office or employment, 
knowingly makes, with the intent to influence, any communication to or appearance 
before any Senator or any officer or employee of the Senate, on behalf of any other 
person (except the United States) in 'connection with any matter on which such former 
elected officer or former employee seeks action by a Senator or an officer or employee of 
■ the Senate, in his or her official capacity, shall be punished as provided in section 216 of 
this title. 
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permissible if they are merely infomiatioiial in nature and do not seek action of the type that 
would be defined as “lobbying” under other statutes, and moreover that this “exemption” is 
widely recognized among ethics practitioners. This contention was advanced in discussions with 
counsel, who did not cite any case law or any legislative materials in support of it. Special 
Counsel submits that this contention is incorrect as to contacts involving both- Mr. Lopez and 
Senator Ensign. 

Section 207 prohibits any communications seeking official actionmade with the intent to 
influence, and does not state or imply that those communications must also meet the separate 
requirements of any other statute. The Manual makes this clear, as does the legislative history of 
Section 207(e)(2). The Manual contrasts the prohibition contained in Section 207 with the 
separate prohibitions of Senate Rule 37, which applies post-employment lobbying limits on 
every Senate Member and employee for one year after leaving the Senate, regardless of Senate 
salary.”^^ In short, as compared with Rule 37, Section 207 apples to a smaller class of persons 
but has a broader definition of prohibited contacts. The Manual expressly cautious that under 18 
U.S.C. § 207(e) “the scope of covered activities (‘any communication to or appearance before’) 
is broader than the lobbying activities prohibited by the Senate Rule.’’^ 

2. Contacts bv Covered Persons Are Illegal Even If the Requested 
Action Would Have Been Taken in Anv Event 

It was also suggested in the course of the Preliminary Inquiry that a contact cannot be 
prohibited under Section 207(e)(2), or constitute improper conduct, if the Senator or staffer 
contacted would have taken the action even absent the prohibited contact. This position ignores 
both the language and the purpose of the statute, as well as pertinent case law. Section 207 
prohibits contacts by a covered person seeking- official action that are made with the intent to 
influence, and the violation is complete once the contact with intent to influence is made. The 
statute makes no reference to any intention or action by the person contacted, and imposes no 
separate requirement that the contact lead to some kind of corrupt action. 


Senate Rule 37(13) defines “lobbying” for purposes of that Rule as “any oral or written 
communication to influence the content or disposition of any issue before Congress, including any 
pending or future bill, resoliition, treaty, nomination, hearing report, or investigation. This definition is 
similar to the definition of a lobbying contact that is contained in the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995, 
Pub. L. No. 104-65, Sec. 3(8)(A), codified at 2 U.S.C. § 1602(8). 

^ Manual at 89-90. The legislative history of Section 207(e)(2) confirms its intended broad scope. 
The Senate committee report explaining the legislation noted that it was intended to apply to all 
“advocacy contacts,” defined as “any contact on behalf of another for compensation.” See, S. Rep. 100- 
101, at 22 (1987) The House committee report likewise emphasized that“[a]ny prohibitions under 18 
U.S.C. § 207 will apply to all representation, not just to lobbying,” and “would cover all contacts and 
representatives (not just lobbying) by former federal employees with the prohibited department, agency, 
or branch of government throughout the country and across the world.”Se«, HR. Rep. 100-1068 at 12. 
Moreover, as the facts of this Preliminary Inquiry demonstrate, contacts by a former high-ranking 
employee will, as a practical matter, invariably seek some type of action. For example, Mr, Hampton’s 
inquiries about the status of specific matters induced Mr. Lopez to follow up on those matters. In any 
event, many of Mr. Hampton’s contacts fell within the definition of lobbying under Senate Rule 37 and 
would violate that rule as well. 
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This conclusion is necessary to protect against the appearance of impropriety. The statute 
■prohibits the communication because “contact by a former coEeague causes others to believe that 
[the] ‘fix is There is an appearance of impropriety “when a former federal employee 
contacts current federal employees regarding government issues, even when no action is taken by 
the current employee because of that contact.”^° Case law addressing the analogous situation of 
public officials who act after receiving an illegal gratuity fully supports this conclusion.^^ 

3. Evidence of Aiding and Abetting 

Aiding and abetting is a criminal standard under which any person who “aids, abets, 
counsels, commands, induces or procures” the commission of a crime is as culpable and 
punishable as one who commits the crime himself. The standard has three elements: (1) the 
principal committed a crime; (2) the abettor knowmgly associated with the principal; and (3) the 
abettor participated in the principal’s crime with the intent to help it succeed.^^ “[T]he law is 
well settled that one may be found guOty of aiding and abetting another individual in his 
violation of a statute that the aider and abettor could not be charged personally with violating.”^'^ 

An individual knovdngly associates with a principal where the individual shares in the 
principal’s “essential ariminal intent.”^^ Aiding and abetting requires more than mere 
presence;^® the defendant must have taken “affirmative conduct designed to aid the venture, or 
“which at least encourages fiie principal offender to commit the offense.”^* 


H.R. Rep. 100-1068 at 12. 

7d.atI6. 

See May v. United States, 175 F.2d 994, 1006 (D.C. Cir. 1949)C‘lf the money was received by 
May as compensation for acts done by him for the Garssons, it is immaterial that those acts were patriotic, 
legitimate and within the scope of his official duties as a Congressman.”); United States v. Booth, 148 F. 

1 12, 1 1 7 (C.C.D. Or. 190^CThe essence of the statutory offense is, not receiving, or agreeing to receive, 
compensation for proper or improper acts, but the receiving, or the agreeing to receive, compensation for 
service of any kind.”). 

18 U.S.C. § 2(a).' 

Nye &Nissenv. UmtedStates, 336 U.S. 613, 619 (1949); United States v. Spinney, 65 F.3d231, 
235 (Ist Cir. 1995); United States v. Teffera, 985 R2d 1082 p.C. Cir. 1993). 

^ In re Nojziger, 956 F.2d 287, 290 (D.C. Cir. 1992) (construing 18 U.S.C. § 207). 

See, e.g.. United States v. Campa, 679 F.2d 1006, 1010 (Ist Cir, 1982); United Stales v. Romero- 
Cruz, 201 F.3d 374, 378 (5th Cir. 2000) (citing United States v. Sorrells, 145 F.3d 744, 753 (5th Cir. 
1998)). 

See, e.g.. United States v. Williams, 341 U.S. 58, 65 n.4 (1951); United States v. Ivey, 915 F.2d 
380, 384 (8th Cir. 1990). 

United States v. Vasquez, 953 F.2d 176, 183 (5th Cir. 1992)(citation omitted). 

United States v. Frorup, 963 F.2d 41, 43 (3d Cir. 1992) (quoting United States v. Roper, 676 F.2d 
841, 850 (D.C. Cir. 1982)). 
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The substantial credible evidence that Senator Ensign knowingly associated with, 
participated iti, and .fiirthered Mr. Hampton’s illegal contacts is outlined above. It includes 
evidence that Senator Ensign: (1) collaborated with Mr. Hampton in establishing his business as 
a lobbyist, brokered Ms installation at November Inc. with the understanding that sufficient client 
engagements would replace his lost salary; (2) pressured contributors and constituents to hire 
him in conduct that went far beyond the normal provision of references or appropriate requests 
and was described by Mr. Lopez as an abuse of his office; and (3) never advised any of these 
contacts that Mr. Hampton would be subject to a one-year ban. The Senator had a direct interest 
in the success of Mr. Hampton’s venture. Moreover, the evidence shows that Mr. Hampton’s 
primary, if not only, marketable asset for a lobbying practice was Ms relationsMp with Senator 
Ensign, and a number of persons whom' Senator Ensign urged to hire Mr. Hampton testified that 
they considered Ms access to Senator Ensign and his office to be the primary reason they would 
consider hiring him. 


Senator Ensign also encouraged Mh. Hacipton to use Mr. Lopez as a conduit for all such 
contacts and soon after several of his staff expressed grave concerns about Mr. Hampton’s initial 
contact, Mr. Lopez formally requested that the office policy manual be updated to the reflect that 
Mr. Lopez alone could contact the Ethics Committee." Finally, there is substantial credible 
evidence that following these communications Senator Ensign took the official actions that Mr, 
Hampton was requesting. 


Senator Ensign^ through his counsel, has asserted that he cannot properly.be charged with 
aiding and abetting a violation of Section 207(e)(2) because he contends that Congress, by 
applying the statute only to the person making the contact and not the person receiving the 
contact, has signaled its intent that the recipient of the contact cannot be held liable either 
directly or indirectly through the general aiding and abetting statute. A sitMlar contention was 
squarely rejected in Ihe Nofdger case, cited above.^*^ May v. United States, also discussed above, 
reached the same conclusion with respect to a Congressman who received an illegal gratuity.'*^ 
Consistent with this reasoning, the Justice Department obtained a guilty plea from Congressman 
Bob Ney for aiding and abetting his former Chief of Staff Neil Volz, who immediately began 
lobbying the Congressman and office after leaving Ms position.'*'^ 


To the credit of Senator Ensign’s staff, before receiving this directive they had immediately made 
inquiries of the Ethics Committee to clarify the nature of lobbying contacts and to clarify their obligations 
in dealing with a banned person. 

^ 956 F.2d at 290 (“Bragg contends that section 207(c), which is applicable only to former ‘ 

government employees, could not legally be utilized against “aiders and abettors” who had never been 
government employees. However, the law is well settled that one may be found guilty of aiding and 
abetting another individual in his violation of a statute that the aider and abettor could not be charged 
personally with violating.”) (citing Coffin v. United States, 156 U.S, 432 (1895)). 

175 F.2d at 1004-05 (“To sustain appellants’ contention, we would have to write, or read, such an 
exception into the otherwise unqualified general statute dealing with aiders and abettors. We think we 
cannot do that.... The same reasoning ... would point to the same conclusion in respect to all other statutes 
in wMch- only one of two participants is mentioned.”). 

^ Information as to Robert W. Ney, No. 1 :06-cr-00272, at 6 (D.D.C. Sept. 15, 2006) ECF No. 1 . 
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4. 


Evidence of Conspiracy 


A conspiracy exists where two or more persons agree to accomplish a criminal or an 
unlawful act, accompanied by an overt act in furtherance of that agreement,'^^ As set out above, 
there is substantial credible evidence that Senator Ensign reached a number of agreements with 
Mr. Hampton and with Mr. Lopez to facilitate Mr. Hampton’s Section 207 violations.'*^ Special 
Counsel does not find that the evidence supports the contention that Senator Ensign intended Mr. 
Lopez to handle any contacts with Mr. Hampton to ensure that he complied with the law, as 
among other things, fliere is no evidence that either man took any overt action to stop these 
contacts. 

Senator Ensign, through counsel, has also suggested that he cannot be considered to have 
conspired to violate Section 207(e) because tlie crime itself requires an agreement between two 
parties (the former employee making the contact, and the Senate official who is contacted). 
Again, the D.C. Circuit’s Nofziger opinion disposes of this conteiition. 3h that case, as here, the 
alleged conspirator “was not a necessary party to [the principal’s] violation of [Section 207].”'*^ 
Mr. Hampton was able to commit a violation of Section 207 without the involvement of Senator 
Ensign, and the Senator’s agreement to facilitate contacts with Mr. Lopez and allow them to go 
undetected would fall well within the permissible bounds of a conspiracy charge.'*^ Moreover, 
imposing liability on conspirators is fully consistent with Congress’ intent to protect against both 
the appearance and actuality of impropriety. There is no evidence of any congressional int mt to 
protect a Senator or staffer who knowingly participates in and furthers an illegal contact.'*^ 

Finally, even if a court mi^t find Senator Ensign’s conduct to not rise to the level of a 
criminal violation, the standard of conduct expected of Senators and Senate employees goes well 
beyond compliance with the letter of criminal statutes.. Senators are expected to refrain from any 
improper conduct that mi^t reflect on the Senate. Special Counsel submits that there is 
substantial credible evidence that the Senator’s actions with respect to the contacts by Mr. 
Hampton fell short of this standard. 


See 2 Fed. Jury Practice & Inst. §§ 31.01-31 .03 (5th Ed. 2000); United States v. Rankin, 870 F.2d 
109, 113(3dCir. 1989). 

'*'* Even if agreements take place over a number of months and do not involve a meeting between all 
conspirators, they can still be a single conspiracy. See, e.g., Blumenthal v. United States, 332 U.S. 539 
(1947); Sigers v. United States, 321 F2d 843 (5th Cir. 1963). 

Nofdger, 956 F.2d at 29 1 (distinguishing United States v. Nasser, 476 F.2d 1111,1119 (7th Cir. 

1973)). 

See United States v. Annunziata, 293 F.2d 373, 380 n.4 (2d Cir. 1961)(“the Wharton rale would 
not be applicable here, since at least two persons other than the payor and the receiver ... knowingly 
participated in the criminal enterprise.”). 

See Id. at 378 (where statute prohibiting union official from making payments to employer had a 
“dual puipose-of protecting employers again.st extortion and of insuring honest representation to 
employees,” employer was liable for conspiracy for taking the payment: “He is not simply and solely a 
member of the class whom the statute aims to protect; he is likewise a member of a class whose activities 
the statute aims to curb” distinguishing Gebardi v. United Steves, 287 U.S. 112 (1932)). 
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B. Findings Concerning the $96.000 Payment to the Hamptons 

A key matter in the Preliminary Mquiry was whether a $96,000 payment by Senator 
Ensign’s parents to Mr. and Ms. Hampton and two of their three children was intended as a 
severance payment to M^. and Ms. Hampton upon their leaving the Senator’s employ. Before 
the payment became public, the Senator represented on a number of occasions that it was 
severance. Later, after receiving legal advice, he changed his explanation and claimed it was an 
unsolicited gift from his parents to the Hamptons. 

There is no dispute that the payment was made. If the payment was severance to Mr. and 
Mrs. Hampton, and Special Counsel submits that there is substantial credible evidence that it 
was, then three consequences flow: (1) the Senator’s statements to the contrary, including in a 
sworn affidavit to the Federal Election Commission, were false; (2) a portion of the payment . 
violated federal law and the Senate Rule prohibiting unofficial accounts; and (3) a portion of the 
payment was an illegal campaign contribution by the Senator’s parents that was not reported by 
the Senator’s campaign committees as required by law. Finally, even if the Senator’s contention 
that the payment was a gift were credited, the payment was not reported as required by Senate 
Rule 35. 

1. There Is Substantial Credible Evidence That the Payment Was 
Severance and the Evidence Does Not Support Claims That the 
Payment Was a Gift 

Special Counsel and Committee Staff identified a number of instances in which Senator 
Ensign referred to the April 2008 payment to the Hampton family as “severance.” These 
include: (1) oral .statements during the June 15, 2009 emergency staff meeting regarding 
severance payments, including payments for health insurance, the details of which were recalled 
by several staff members; (2) statements in the earlier drafts of his June 15, 2009 pubEc 
statement prior to receiving advice from his counsel to take out the references to severance; (3) 
statements to Ms. Hampton that he was providing her and her husband with severance, with 
additional funds to be used for health insurance; (4) Senator Ensign’s journal entry from June 
2009 indicating that he did not want the government to pay the Hamptons severance but wanted 
to “help them transition into their new life”; (5) a statement to his spiritual advisor Marty 
Sherman that ‘Tm going to give him as much severance as possible”; and (6) the statement to his 
former campaign manager Mike Slanker that “we gave Cindy $100,000 severance to help them.” 
The fact that the payment was made two days after Ms. Hampton left her employment with the 
campaign also supports a finding that it was severance. Doug Hampton’s handwritten notes 
documenting his communications with Senator Ensign regarding his departure from the Senate 
staff also refer to planned severance for him and Ms. Hampton, and a communication plan 
regarding the issues.'^® 


Special Counsel recognizes that Mr. Hampton has been indicted for alleged violations of 1 8 
U.S.C. § 207, but notes that Mr. Hampton has acknowledged much of the conduct that forms the basis of 
that indictpient in the course of his interviews with Committee staff and the FBI. Special Counsel .does 
not believe the indictment affects the evidence Mr. Hampton has provided as to whether the payment was 
intended as severance, particularly in light of Senator Ensign’s many statements to the same effect, hi 
addition to the $96,000 payment to the Hamptons, Senator Ensign authorized a $6,000 payment to Mr. 
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Likewise, the traditional indicia of a gift are not present here.'^^' All other recipients of 
gifts fiom Michael and Sharon Ensi^ were their family, close friends, or employees, and the gift 
is double the amount of the next largest gift to a non-Ensign family member (excluding a former 
in-law who Michael Ensign testified was still considered a family member). In contrast, the 
senior Ensigns and Doug Hampton had a contentious relationship. Mr, Ensign recalled a 
business transaction with Mr. Hampton in which hh:. Bosign was dissatisfied, and Mrs. Ensign 
fhou^t Mr. Hampton was an “opportunist.” Mr. Ensign testified that the portion of his sworn 
statement to the EEC intended to support the Senator’s position that the gift was part of a pattern 
of giving to the Hamptons was untrae. The payment was also not accompanied by any vratten or 
oral expression of concern to the Hampton family. Finally, to be a legitimate gift on the basis of 
a personal friendship there cannot he “reason to believe that, under the circumstances, the gift 
was provided because of the official position of the Member, officer, or employee and not 
because of the personal friendship. Here, the payment was made at the time that Mr. 

Hampton and the Senator were discussing Mr. Hampton leaving the Senator’s employ, and there 
is at the very least “reason to believe” that it was given because of his official position. 

The evidence establishes that Senator Ensign portrayed the payment as severance until 
his counsel advised that doing so raised potential criminal issues for die Senator, and that after 
this advice he changed his characterization of the payment from severance to a gift. The 
evidence supports Senator Ensign’s many initial statements that it was severance and does not • 
support his later characterization of it as a gift. 


2. There Ts Sub.stantial Credible Evidence That Senator Ensism Made 
False or Misleading Statements Concerning the Payment to the 
Hamptons 


On August 11, 2009, as part of the EEC investigation, the senior Ensigns submitted 
sworn affidavits stating that, on their own accord and not at the request of Senator Ensign, they 
made a gift of $96,000 to the Hampton family. Senator Ensign also submitted a sworn affidavit 
stating that the payment was a gift from his parents to the Hamptons and that he did not request 
that it be made.^^ The.se affidavits contain misleading and potentially false statements.^^ 
Michael Ensign himself disavowed irader oath the statements in his affidavit that he paid • 


Hampton when he left the Senate. payroll, ostensibly for unused vacation time. The evidence suggests, 
however, there were likely no vacation days available to Mr. Hampton upon his departure from the 
Senate, but Senator Ensign nevertheless authorized the payment to be made. 

■ Senate Rule 35. 1(c)(4)(B) sets out the criteria used to detennine whether a gift is made on the 

basis of personal ftiendship, as Senator Ensign and his parents have asserted. These include the history of 
the relationship between donor and donee, including any. prior history of giving. 

See Rule 35.1; see also Manual, at 26, 28. 

Because the affidavits were substantially identical in all material respects and concerned 
allegations against Senator Ensign’s campaign committees, there is a reasonable inference that Senator 
Ensign participated in their drafting and/or review. 

“ Special Counsel believes the facts to be contrary to the statements contained in the affidavits. It 
is a reasonable inference that Senator Ensign assisted in the preparation of the affidavits, and 
consequently involved his parents in a potential violation of law. 
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expenses for the Hamptons on atrip to Hawaii in December 2006. The additional info rmati on 
recently received by the Committee provides more uncertainty than clarity regarding who 
actually paid for the trip expenses. Ih addition, the statements in the affidavits that the payments 
were a gift are inconsistent with substantial credible evidence that the payments were in fact 
severance, including the prior written statements by the Senator himself that they were 
severance. 

Ihe Senator’s multiple prior statements referring to severance were not available to die 
FEC when the agency dismissed the complaint against Senator Ensign’s campaign in November 
2010. The affidavits did not become avaUablc to the Coininittee until mondis later dn-riTig the 
course of the Preliminary Inquiry. Submission of materially false affidavits implicates the false 
statements statute, 18 U.S.C. § 1001, and Special Counsel submits there is substantial credible 
evidence that this has occurred with respect to the affidavits Senator Ensign and his parents 
submitted to the FEC.^^ 18 U.S.C. § 1505 likewise imposes criminal liability on any person who 
“corruptly . . . obstructs, or impedes or endeavors to influence, obstruct, or impede ffie due and 
proper administration of the law under which any pending proceeding is being had before any . . 

. committee of either House or any joint committee of the Congress.” Special Counsel submits 
that there is substantial credible evidence which provides substantial cause for the Committee to 
conclude that Senator Ensign made false and misleading statements about the payments in 
violation of these statutes. 


3* There Is Substantial Credible Evidence That the Payment Violated 

Senate Ride 38 and Statutory Prohibitions on Unofficial Accounts 
with Respect to Mr, Hampton 


Both Senate Rule 38 and 2 U.S.C. § 59e(d) prohibit “unofficial office accounts,” namely, 
private donations, in cash or in kind, in support of official Senate activities or expenses.^'* 
Employee salaries may not be paid by private parties, but must be paid out of appropriated funds 
or a Senator’s person^ funds.^ Thus, if all or part of the $96,000 payment to the Hamptons was 
severance to Doug Hampton, then as an employee salary payment it would have to be paid from 
appropriated or personal funds and could not be paid by private parties such as the Senator’s 


The False Statements Penalty Restoration Act, Pub. L. 104-292, makes clear that 18 U.S.C § 

1001 applies to all three branches of the government, including Congress. Several Congressmen and 
congressional staffers have been prosecuted under 18 U.S.C. § 1001 for salary kickback schemes. See, 
e.g.. United States v. Rostenkowski, 59 F.3d 1291 (D.C. Cir. 1995); United States v. Collins, 56 F,3d 1416 
(D.C. Cir. 1995). 

^ Manual, at 105. 

Id. at 108. Rule 38.1(b) states that “official expenses may be defrayed only as provided by 
subsections (d) and (i) of section 311 of the Legislative Appropriations Act, 1991 (P.L. 101-520).” 
Subsection 3 1 1(d), codified at 2 U.S.C. § 59e(d), prorides in relevant part that “No Senator . . , may 
maint^ or use, directly or indirectly, an unofficial office account or defray official expenses for . . . 
employee salaries . . . from ... (3) any other funds that are not specifically appropriated for official 
expenses.” Section 3 ll(i) prorides that “the funds referred to in paragraph (3) of [subsection 31.1(d)] 
shall not include personal frnds of a Senator or Member of the House of Representatives.” 104 Stat. 

2281 . Thus, as stated in the Rule and the Manual, the only permissible sources of funds for employee 
salaries are appropriated funds (per 311(d)) and personal funds (per 3U(i)); 
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parents.^^ A payment by a private party would violate 2 U.S.C. § 59e(d) and Senate Rule 
38.1(b). There is substantial credible evidence that a portion of the payment was in fact 
severance for Mr. Hampton, and therefore that such a violation occurred. 

This conclusion establishes a likely motive for Senator Ensign to describe the payment as 
a gift even if it was severance. Since the payment was from private fpu^, namely those of his 
parents, it was illegal if it was severance rather than a gift. Faced with a situation in which he 
had to mischaracterize either the nature of the payment or the source of the fiinds in order to 
avoid admitting a violation of law. Senator Ensign apparently chose not to say anything initially 
about the payment after receiving advice from his compel that it raised potential criminal issues 
for the Senator. However, after Mr. Hampton disclosed the payment in a television interview. 
Senator Eusign released a statement describing the payment as a gift. The consequences of that 
choice are explained in the discussion of false statement liability above. 

4. There Is Substantial Credible Evidence That the Payment with 

Respect to Ms. Hampton Constituted an Unlawful and Unreported 
Campaign Contribution 

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (“FECA”), a third party’s payment of 
apolitical committee’s administrative expenses, includiag salary of a committee’s employee, is 
considered a contribution to the political committee.^ Contributions are subject to amount 
limits, and receipt of any excessive contribution is a violation of FECA. Failure to report 
receiving a contribution above a certain amount is also a violation. The statutory language 
applies when a defendant’s funds go to a campaign either directly from him, or through an 
intennediary.^® 

FECA restricts any person from contributing more than $2,000 per year (adjusted for 
inflation) to a candidate’s authorized political committee, such as Ensign for Senate (“HFS”).^^ 
Contributions to other political committees are limited to $5,000 per year.^ BattleBom PAC 
was an “other committee” for these purposes. FECA also prohibits receiving as well as mflVmg 
excessive contributions. “No candidate or political committee shall knowingly accept any 


See Manual, at 107 (“As stated in Committee Interpretative Rulmg 444 mtenpretingRule 38, 
however, neither official nor officially related expenses, goods, or services used in the operation of a 
Senator’s office may be provided or paid for by private parties.”). 
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2 U.S.C. § 431(8)(A)(defining “contribution” to include “the payment by any person of 
compensation for the personal services of another person which are rendered to a political committee 
without charge for any purpose.”). ■ 


2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(l)(A)(“Except as provided in subsection (i) of this section and section 441 a-1 
of this title, no person shall make contributions — (A) to any' candidate and his authorized political 
committees with respect to any election for Federal office which, in the aggregate, exceed $2,000.”). 

2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(l)(C)(“Except as provided m subsection (i) of this section and section 441a-l 
of this title, no person shall make contributions — (C) to any other political committee (other than a 
committee described in subparagraph (D)) in any calendar year which, in the aggregate, exceed $5,000.”). 
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contribution or make any expenditure in violation of the provisions of this section.”^^ The 
“knowing” standard that is used here, as opposed to a “knowing and willful” standard, “does not 
require knowledge that one is violating the law, but merely requires an intent to act.”^^ Finally, 
FECA requires disclosure of the identity of any person who contributes more than $200 per 
election cycle to an authorized committee of a federal candidate, or more than $200 per year to 
any other political committee.®^ Criminal penalties apply to knowing and willful violations of 
the requirements on making, receiving, or reporting contributions. If Ms. Hampton’s share of the 
$96,000 payment constituted severance upon her departure from her jobs at EPS and BattleBom 
PAC, then the payment was an illegal and unreported contribution to each under the above legal 
standards. The Senator and each committee would have violated the prohibition on receipt of 
excessive contributions and the requirement to report the donors. 

The FBC has exclusive jurisdiction with respect to civil enforcement of provisions of 
FECA.®'’’ The staff of the FEC found “reason to believe that at least part of the $96,000 transfer 
was a .severance payment to Ms. Hampton, and thus was an excessive contribution jfrom Michael 
and Sharon Ensign. Further, this transaction was not reported by the Committee or the PAC.”^ 
Althou^ the FEC staff attorneys recommended a fiill FEC investigation into this matter, the 
FEC ultimately declined to investigate, reasoning among other things that ‘The Ensigns’ 
affidavits support Respondents’ contention that the transfer was intended as a gift and not as a 
severance payment.”^ As noted above, substantial credible evidence subsequently uncovered 
during the Committee’s Preliminary Inquiry indicates that the payments were in fact severance. 
Special Counsel submits that the findings and recommendation of the FEC’s staff are persuasive 
in light of this substantial credible evidence, and that there is substantial and credible evidence 
that gives substantial cause to conclude that violations of the FECA occurred. 

5. Even if Senator Ensiaa’s Assertions That the Payment Was a Gift 

Were Credible, Senate Role 35 Would Have Been Violated 

Rule 35.1(c)(4)(A) exempts from the gift limits “[ajnythiag provided by an individual on 
.the basis of a personal friendship unless the Member, officer, or employee has reason to believe 
that, under the circumstances, the gift- was provided because of the official position of the 
Member, officer, or employee and not because of the personal friendship.” Doug Hampton wm 
a Senate employee when he received his share of the $96,000 payment on or about April 9, 2008 
and te was subject to the gift limits. Rule 35. 1(c)(4)(B) further provides that the history of the 
relationship between the individual giving the gift and the recipient of the gift, including any 
previous exchange of gifts between such individuals, is important in determining if the gift is 
tridy given on the basis of personal friendship. 


2U.S.C.§441a(f). 

“ FEC V. Malenick, 3 1 0 F. Supp. 2d 230, 237 n.9 (D,D.C. 2004) (citing FEC v. John A. Dramesi 

for Congress Comm . , 640 F. Supp. 985, 987 (D. N.J. 1986). 

2U.S.C.§ 434(b)(3)(A). ' ’ ■ 

" Malenick, 3 10 F. Supp. 2d at 233 (citing 2 U.S.C. § 437c(b)(l)). 

“ First General Counsel Report, MUR 6200 (Mar. 3 1 , 2010), at 2. 

“ FEC Statement of Reasons, MUR 6200 (Nov. 17, 2010), at 9. 
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Although gifts motivated solely by personal friendship between' the giver and the 
Member, officer, or employee are permissible, such gifts may not be of a value greater than 
$250, unless the recipient receives approval from the Committee.*^’ Thus, even if die payment 
were a gift as Senator Ensign has asserted, it would stiU have violated Senate Rule 35.1(e), 
which requires prior approval of the Ethics Committee if a gift valued over $250 is to be 
received on the basis of personal friendship,^* Senator Ensign avers that he became aware of this 
payment in April 2008, yet there is no evidence that he advised either his parents or Mr. 
Hampton to seek the required approval of the gift, or to make the required disclosure. Special 
Counsel submits that there is a strong inference that the Senator had no intention of, or interest 
in, urging compliance with Rule 35.1(e), both because at the time he considered the payment to 
be severance and not a gift, and because he wanted the payment to be made in secret and kept 
secret The required disclosure, and the resulting need to explain the payment to the Ethics 
Committee, would have been inconsistent with the pattern of concealment that surrounded the 
Senator’s conduct with respect to this payment. - 

C. There Is Substantial Credible Evidence That Senator Ensign Permitted 
Spoliation and Engaged in Obstruction of Justice 

Special Counsel submits that there is substantial credible evidence of instances of 
spoliation and destruction of evidence by Senator Ensign and his staff.®® Senator 'Rnsig n and 
his staff were subject to a number of document preservation duties and requirements. Senator 
Ensign’s counsel has acknowledged that he anticipated litigation with respect to the matters 
related to the Preliminary Inquiry as of June 16, 2009, and possibly earlier when he may have 
begun preparing for litigation. Senator Ensign’s office issued a document preservation notice on 
October 13, 2009, and the Committee issued a formal document preservation notice to Senator 
Ensign with respect to the Preliminary Inquiry on October 21 , 2009. 

As further discussed above. Senator Ensign permitted his staff to delete and replace his 
personal Gmail account containing emails related to Senate activities, on October 1, 2009, and he 
acknowledged in a subsequent affidavit that he had continued to routinely delete emails from his 
home desktop computer as well as his personal Gmail email account following the issuance of 
preservation notices. This is significant because the Gmail account was deleted and, therefore, 
not subject to review by the Committee or Special Counsel. 

Additionally, forensic analysis and document review undertaken during the Preliminary 
Inquiry radicated that up to 174 emails may have been deleted following the issuance of the 
preservation notices. By the creation dates of the emails themselves, .at least five (5) were 


Rule 35.1(e). 
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By the same tolmn, if the assertion is credited that Senator Ensign's parents paid the e;q)enses of 
the December, 2006 Hawaii vacation, Mr. Hampton's share of that should also have been submitted to the 
Committee for approval, as he was a Senate employee at the time and his share was well in excess of 
$250. 

® In the civil context, spoliation refers to the destruction or material alteration of evidence or to the 
failure to preserve property for another’ s use as evidence in pending or reasonably foreseeable litigation. 
See, e.g.. West v. Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co., 167 F.3d 776, 779 (2d Cir. 1999), 
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deleted from Senator Ensign’s laptop following the preservation notice, including a draft 
document Senator Ensign prepared that is highly relevant to his assertion that the payment to the 
Hamptons was not a severance- payment.^® 

The apparent destruction of evidence relevant to a Senate investigation is a possible 
violation of 18 U.S.C. § 15057^ Such actions also implicate 18 U.S .C. § 1519.’^ 

D- There Is Substantial Credible Evidence That Senator Ensign Engaged in 
Improper Conduct Reflecting Upon the Senate, Including Violations of His 
Own Senate Office Policies 

1. The Applicable Standard 

The Committee’s authorizing resolution, Senate Resolution 338, empowers it to 
investigate not only violations of law, the Senate Code of Official' Conduct, and the rules and 
regulations of the Senate, but also “improper conduct which may reflect upon the Senate.” This 
improper conduct standard has formed the basis for many important actions of the Committee 
and of the Senate. As set out in the Senate Ethics' Manud: ■ 

[c]ertain conduct has been deemed by the Senate in prior cases to 
be unethied and improper even though such conduct may not 
necessarily have 'violated any written law, or Senate rule or 
regulation. Such conduct has been characterized as “improper 
conduct which may reflect upon the Senate, ’ ’ and has provided the 
basis for the Senate’s most serious disciplinary cases in modem 
times 


See, e.g., Silvestri v. General Motors Corp., Ill F.3d583, 591 (4th Cir. 2001) (“The duty to 
preserve material evidence arises not only during litigation but also extends to that period before the 
litigation when a partyreasonably should know that the evidence may be relevant to anticipated 
litigation.”). 

An individual violates 18 U.S.C. § 1505 when it is established that “1) there was a proceeding 
pending before a department or agtocy of the United States; 2) the defendant knew of or had a reasonably 
founded belief that fte proceeding was pending;.and 3) &e defendant corruptly endeavored to influence, 
obstruct, or impede the due and proper administration of the law under which the proceeding was 
pending.” United States v. Sprecher, 783 F. Supp. 133, 163 (S.D.N.Y. 1992). A defendant need not 
succeed in his endeavor to obstruct, and the “corrupt” nature of the endeavor simply means that he was 
motivated by an improper purpose. Id, at 164. 

This statutory provision was enacted by the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002. The “elements of a 
Section 1519 violation include (1) an investigation or other matter within the jurisdiction of a department 
or agency of the United States must have been pending or contemplated by such department or agency of 
the Unit^ States; (2) the defendant must have been aware of the pending or contemplated matter or 
investigation; and (3) the defendant must have knowingly altered, concealed, mutilated, or destroyed 
something with the intent to impede, obstruct, or influence the pending or contemplated matter or 
investigation', or any matter in relation to the pending or contemplated matter or investigation.” United 
States V. Perraud, 672 F. Supp. 2d 1328, 1350 (S.D. Fla. 2009). 

Manual, Appendix E, at 432. 


62 



This Committee and the Senate have frequently noted that even if conduct does not 
constitute an actionable violation of law. Senators must meet a much higher standard of 
conductJ'^ Additionally, "(a] Senator is extended an extraordinary measure’ of trust and 
confidence not given to ordin^y members of society. The Senate must therefore require higher 
standards of conduct than those generally required in the marketplace.”^^ 

2. AppKcation of the Improper Conduct Standard 

The findings above outline substantial credible evidence that gives substantial cause to 
conclude that Senator Ensign violated several statutes' and Senate Rules. Given that the improper 
conduct standard is higher than merely avoiding actionable violations of law, it necessarily 
follows that the standard is contravened by violations of law or Senate rule, and particularly so if, 
as is the case here, the law or rule is itself addressed to matters of ethics. 

An example of the need for a standard of improper conduct that goes beyond compliance • 
wi&the criminal law is provided by Senator Ensign’s argument that the law does not in any way 
reach the recipient of an illegal post employment contact, and covers only the person making the 
contact. The Senator’s counsel went so far as to suggest during the course of the Preliminary 
Inqpiicy that because there is no written rule or guidance expressly directing Senate personnel to 
rebuff contacts by covered former members or employees, or to avoid such contacts, they are 


See, e.g.y Senator Roland W. Burris, Public Letter of Qualified Admonition (Nov. 20, 2009), at 1 
(“While the Committee did not find that the evidence before it supported any actionable violations of law, 
Senators must meet a much higher standard of conduct. Senate Resolution 338 gives this Committee the 
authority and responsibility to investigate Members who may engage in ‘improper conduct which may 
reflect upon the Senate.’”) These standards have also been incorporated into the Senate Ethics Manual. 
Appendix E to the Manual notes that the Senate expressly rejected a proposal that would have given the 
Committee the authority to investigate only alleged violations of the rules of the Senate in favor of the 
language now contained in Senate Resolution 338, which allows the Committee to receive complaints of 
unethical, improper, or illegal conduct of members. Discussing this language. Senator Case noted diat the 
Committee “would hot be limited to alleged violations of Senate rules, but it would take into account all 
improper conduct of any kind whatsoever.” Manual, App. E, at 432-33, citing S. Rep. 88-125 at 13 
(1964). 

S. Rep. 90-1015, 90th Cong. 2d Sess. at 3 (1968). The Manual identifies a number of specific ' 
cases in which discipline was imposed even though no violation of a specific law or rule was found. In 
1 929, Senator Bingham was censured for hiring the lobbyist for a manufacturers’ association as his clerk 
while he continued to be on salary to the association, as toe conduct was “contrary to good morals and 
senatorial ethics” and thus tended “to bring toe Senate into dishonor and disrepute. In 1954, toe Senate 
condemned Senator Joseph McCarthy for his lack of cooperation with and abuse of two Senate 
committees that investigated his conduct. The conduct did not violate any law, rule, or regulation, but 
was deemed to violate accepted standards and values of comity and civility controlling Senators’ conduct. 
Finally, in 1991 toe Committee concluded that Senator Cranston engaged in an impermissible pattern of 
conduct that substantially linked fund raising and official activities, and that this “violated established 
norms of behavior in the Senate, and was improper conduct that reflects upon the Senate.” Manual, App. 
E at 434-35; citing S. Rep. No. 102-223 at 36 (1991). The Committee specifically found that none of 
Senator Cranston’s activities violated any law or Senate Rule. 



under no obligation to do so. However, the evidence showed that several of the Senator’s staff, 
immediately after the jfirst of Mr. Hampton’s contacts, refused to have any contact with Mr. 
Hampton, alerted others on the staff not to do so, and consulted with the Ethics Committee. This 
standard of conduct- is a folly appropriate one against which to measure Senator Ensign’s actions, 
regardless of any separate requirements of law or rule. 

./yiother example is offered by the allegations, raised in the initial CREW complaint in 
this Preliminary Inquiry, that Senator Ensign discriminated on the basis of sex in the form of 
sexual harassment of Ms. Hampton. Senator Ensign, through counsel, cited several procedural 
and jurisdictional bases on which he would not be subject to a claim under the employment laws 
for such conduct: (1) that Ms. Hampton was not a Senate employee so that Title VII of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 was riot applicable to her through the Congressional Accountability Act 
(“CAA”), (2) that she was not covered directly under Title VU because the offices in which she 
was eii5)loyed had fewer than fifteen employees,^ and (3) that neither of the Hamptons had filed 
a charge of discrimination within the prescribed time period.’® While these arguments might 
preclude the Hamptons from invoking EEOC, judicial, or Senate remedies for employment 
claims, the obligation of Members to refrain from improper conduct that constitutes sex 
discrirnination is not dependent on the various procedural and jinrisdictional requirements of Title 
Vn itself. ® Members and employees of the Senate are also prohibited by Senate Rule 42 from 
engaging in employment discrimination. Similarly, although the CAA establishes a procedure 
outside the Senate to seek relief for violations of these provisions, that procedure does not limit 
the Committee’s separate and independent authority to discipline a Member, officer, or employee 
of the Senate for a violation of these provisions. “The Ethics Committee’s authority to 
recommend discipline of a Member, officer, or employee of the Senate is not affected by passage 
or implementation of the Congressional Accountability 'Act.”®° 

There would be no sound reason to conclude that a Senator who is barred from 

discriminating against employees in his Senate office is nonetheless free to engage iu precisely 
the same conduct with respect to employees of his political committees, without any fear that it 


Under the CAA, a covered employee includes any employee, of the Senate. 2 U.S.C. § 1301(2). 
The CAA. provides that “[a]ll personnel actions affecting covered.employees shall.be made free from any 
discrimination based on — (1) race, color, religion, sex, or national origin, within the me aning of 'section ' 
703 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000e-2).” 2 U.S.C. § 1311(a). 

See 42.U.S.C. § 2000e. ’ . 

See 42 U.S.C. § 2000e-5(e)(l). 

79 

The Supreme Court has held that a Congressman who dismissed a female staff member on the 
basis of her sex could be sued for a violation of the Equal Protection Component of the Due Process 
. Clause even if he was not subject toTitle VH, See Davis v. Passman, 442 U.S. 228 (1979). In a ruling 
not affected by the’ Supreme Court’s subsequent decision, the court of appeals had held that the staffer’s 
suit was not barred by the speech or debate clause. Because this Preliminary Inquiry is by the Senate 
itself, ^ through the Committee, the Clause is not implicated at all here, because it applies only to the 
questioning of a Senator’s legislative acts “in any other Place.” See, e.g„ United States v. Brewster, 408 
U.S. 501, 541, 547. (1972) (Brennan, J., dissenting) (stating that Brewster could have been disciplined by 
the Senate even if he could not be prosecuted due to the Speech and Debate Clause). 

® Manual, at 194-95. 
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could be considered improper conduct reflecting on the Senate. Similarly, it would make no 
sense to conclude that harassment that would violate Title VIE when conducted in a workplace of 
more than fifteen, employees could not violate the improper conduct standard if the workplace 
happened to have fourteen employees or fewer. Nothing in the improper conduct standard 
contains or suggests such an illogical limitation. Simply put, the Committee is protecting the 
interests of the Senate in enforcing appropriate standards of behavior of its Members, not 
adjudicating the personal'rights of -the wronged party. 

Accordingly, if Senator Ensign’s conduct would constitute sex discrimination under the 
standards that have been developed under Title VEE, it wovdd also constitute improper conduct 
reflecting on the Senate. In response to the CREW complaint. Senator Ensign, through counsel, 
asserted that his conduct could not constitute sexual harassment because, unlike a prior case 
involving Senator Packwood cited in the compiaint, here there was no “forced sexual contact” 
with Ms. Hampton and the mair was instead consensual. Special Counsel submits that under the 
proper legal standards there is substantial credible evidence that gives cause to conclude that the 
Senator did discriminate against Ms. Hampton on the basis of sex, and that Mr. Hampton was 
also a victim of that discrimination. 

In assessing a claim of sexual harassment, “the correct jnquity is whether respondent, by 
her conduct, iudicated that the alleged sexual advances were unwelcome, not whether her actual 
participation in sexual intercourse was voluntary.”®^ “‘Voluntariness’ in the sense of consent is 
not a defense to such a claim.”®^ If conduct is unwelcome, then it is sexual harassment if 
“submission to or rejection of such conduct by an individual is used as the basis for employment 
decisions affecting such individual.”^^ 

There is substantial credible evidence that the Senator determined that die affair madp. it 
impossible for either of the Hamptons to continue working for him. The Senator hims elf drafted 
a written statement to that effect. If the affair was unwelcome to Ms. Hampton, that 
determination would thus constitute discrimination on the basis of sex. 

Senator Ensign bad enormous power over Ms.. Hampton. He controlled the sole sources 
of income for both Ms, Hampton and her husband. He controlled separate payments made on 
the Hamptons’ behalf so that their children could attend an expensive private school with the 


i- 


i 





Meritor Savings Bank v. Vinson, All U.S. 57, 68 (1986). Harassment on the basis of sex is a form 
of sex discrimination. Id. at 64. Sexual harassment of an employee is a violation of Senate Rule 42,' tlie 
prohibitions of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 as made applicable to the legislative branch by 
the Congressional Accountability Act of 1995, and of the equal protection component of the Due Process 
Clause. 

^ Mat 69. 

“ 29 CFJR.§ 1604.11(a). 

^ One prominent commentator has suggested that “there is no such thing as truly ‘welcome’ sex 
between a male boss and a female employee who needs her job,” and proposed &perse rule prohibiting 
supervisors from having sexual relations with those who w.ork directly for them. Susan Estrich, Sex at 
Work, 43 Stan. L. Rev. 813 at 831, 860 (1991). The courts have not gone so far, but many employers 
have. 
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Ensign children. He had strong personal ties to the entire Hampton famil y as well. Ms, 

Hampton testified that the affair caused her considerable emotional distress, that the Senator was 
extremely persistent in seeking to continue it, that she never initiated any contact with the 
Senator, and that if he had ended his pursuit of her rfter they were first confronted at Christmas 
2007, the affair would have ended then soon after it began. Ms. Hampton testified that she 
became very despondent after the affair was first discovered (a fact Mr. Hampton confirmed), 
and that the Senator Would not stop, kept calling and calling, and would not take “no” for an 
answer. If the affair had ended when the Senator had first committed to end it, the likelihood , 
that it would have led to the Hamptons being terminated from their employment would have 
been greatly reduced,' if not etitkely eliininated. 

The danger inherent in such relationships is one reason why the Senate Chief Counsel for 
Employment makes available draft language for office anti-fratemization policies, each of which 
precludes a romantic relationship from continuing between a supervisor and his or her 
subordinate. The specific language of the policy in Senator Ensign’s office changed over time, 
but always precluded a supervisor and a subordinate from carrying on a romantic relationship, 
much less an affair.®^ Senator Ensign’s continuation of the affair with Ms, Hampton violated this 
principle and led to the more -vulnerable party losing her job, the very consequence that the 
policy seeks to prevent. 

Mr, Hampton was also adversely affected by the Senator’s conduct, because he was told 
he could not continue in the Senator’s employ as a result of the affair. Senator Ensign himself 
prepared a ■written statement that the affair was the reason Mr. Hampton could no longer work 
for him. The Senator has never stated that he fired Mr. Hampton for any performance-related 
reasons. Mr. Hampton did not consent to his wife’s affair, but to the contrary was repeatedly 
lold it would end. Moreover, Ms. Hampton testified that Senator Ensign wanted her husband out 
of his office in order to facilitate continuing the affair, as aniong other things Mr. Hampton was 
aware of the Senator’s scheduling. The Supreme Court has, as recently as this term, recognized 
that an employee’s spouse can be the direct and intended victim of discrimination against the 
employee.®” 

There is substantial credible evidence that Senator Ensign yiolated his own office 
policies. Special Counsel also notes that in setting out sexual harassment, nonfratemization, and 


See Ensign Office Manual (Februaiy 1, 2008), Section 2.29.3, at 30 ("If a romantic or sexual 
relationship develops between coworkers, one of those employees (to be decided mutually by the two 
employees) will be required to resign from the staff.”) (emphasis added); Ensign Office Manual (June 8, 
2009), Section 2.29.3 , at 34 (“If a supervisor and subordin'ate wish to date, one of them will be required to 
resign from the staff or to apply for a transfer to another open position, if one exists, for which the 
individual is qualified and for which the supervisor-subordinate relationship would no longer exist.”). 

Ms. Hampton made it abundantly clear she did hot want to lose her job over the affair. 

See nompson v. N. Amer. Stainless, LP, 13 1 S. Ct. 863, 870 (20 1 l)(fuiding that fianed fired in 

alleged retaliation for his fiancee’s Title VH complaint was “not an accident^ victim of the retaliation 

collateral di^age, so to speak, of the employer’s unlawful act To the contrary, injuring him was the 
employer’s intended means of harming the other [fiancee]. Hurting him was the unlawful act by which 
the employer punished her. In those circumstances, we think [plaintiff] well within the zone of interests 
sought to be protected by Title VH.”), 



other important policies that Senator Ensign himself violated, the Senator’s Office Manual 
provides for terminatioTi as a potential consequence of such violations. vSpecial Counsel submits 
that conduct that would subject one of the Senator’s own employees to termination should also 
be considered improper conduct reflecting on the Senate if engaged in by the Senator himself, 

V. RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSION 

This Report also provides additional recommendations with respect to guidance the 
Committee should provide to each Senate office to emphasize compliance and minimize the risk 
that similar events reflecting negatively on the Senate might arise in the future. The Special 
Counsel also recommends that certain Senate policies be enhanced in order to provide clear 
guidance to the Senate’s Members and Staff. Specifically, the Special Counsel recommends • 
that: 

• 1. The Senate Ethics Committee or the Senate Legal Counsel should issue clear and 
direct guidance that erases any question or doubt as to the scope of 18 U.S.C. 

§ 207, including issues that have been ra^ed in this case: (1) the “taint” of a 
contact when tihe contact comes from a prohibited person even when the contact is 
for a long-standing constituent; (2) eliminating any ‘We minimis” or 
‘•infonnational” exception that may have been informally grafted onto the statute 
by ethics practitioners and individuals; and (3) reinforces and/or provides 
guidance to each Senate Office about the law which makes clear that a Senator or 
a staff member can be held responsible for aiding and abetting an 18 U.S.C. § 207 
violation, or conspiring to violate that statute, and can be subject to criminal 
prosecution for the same. 

2. The Committee'should provide guidance to each Senate Office about appropriate 
document retention policies, including policies related to electronically stored 

■ information, for all offices. Relatedly, the Committee may wish to examine what 
role, if any, it has in providing guidance to Senate offices about how they should 
structure and preserve their communications given the official nature of each 
office and the requirements of the law governing spoliation in civil litigation and 
document destruction and obstruction of justice in criminal investigations. ' 

3 . Finally, as noted above, the Committee should refer matters outlined herein to the 
Department of Justice and Federal Election Commission, as approved, for further 
investigation and consideration of whether criminal prosecution of Senator Ensign 
is warranted for aiding and abetting a violation of 18 U.S.C. § 207, or conspiring 
to violate that statute, for making false statements, for obstruction of justice, and 
for violations of federal campaign laws. 

The Special Counsel wishes to thank the Committee for the confidence and trust it placed 
in her and her team to provide the assistance requested in as timely and as professional a ma-ntip-r 
as possible. She and her team worked in close coordination with the Committee’s excellent staff, 
benefiting from the efficiencies of drawing on the staffs previous work product, their 
institutional and case knowledge, and their on-going efforts and insights in this important matter. 
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Based on the foregoing, Special Counsel respectfully submits that there is substmtial 
credible evidence which provides substantial cause for the Committee to conclude that Senator 
Ensign violated Senate Rules and federal civil and criminal laws, and engaged in improper • 
conduct reflecting upon the Senate, thus betraying the public trust and bringing discredit to the 
Senate. 


Re^ectfuHy submitted. 



Carol Elder Bruci 
K&L GATES D 


Michael! Missal 
Brian W. Stolar? 
JohnLongstreth . 
Brendon P. Fowler 
Christopher R. Tate 
Amanda Kostner 
Jane E. Nilan 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Precedence: ROUTINE 

To: Washington Field 

From: Washington Field 

CR-15/NVRA p- 

Contact : SA 


Date: 07/05/2011 


Approved By: 

Drafted By: 

Case ID #: 58C-WF-241033 




b6 

b7C 


(Pending) (0^) 


Title: UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN E ENSIGN, 

UNITED STATES SENATE (STATE OF N EVADA) / 


CORRUPTION FEDERAL PUBT.TC OFFTCTAT, - LEGISLATIVE BRANCH, 


b6 

b7C 

b7E 


Synopsis: To request removal of case agent 

due to squad transfer. 


Details: Case Agent , 

squad CR-15 to CR-10.^ As such, SA |] 


lis t ransferring from 
]will no longer^be 

cs 


working on this case and should be removed from the list of 
agents. ^ — 

♦♦ ^ 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Precedence: DEADLINE 08/25/2011 Date: 08/23/2011 


To: Records Management 


Attn: NN qPS/NCU#l/ICRC/I-08; 

lA 


From: Washington Field 


Squad CR-15/N 

lorthern Virainia Resident Aaencv 

Contact : SA 


Approved By: 

Drafted By: 


1 


Case ID #: 


62F-HQ-C1039976 

5.8C-WF-24-1033 


(Pending) 
(Pending) loQ 




(B 


Title: NAME CHECK SUMMARY FILE; 


DOB: 

SSAN: 


Synopsis: To cover lead as set by FBIHQ/Records Management 
Division. 


Reference: 62F-HQ-C1039976 Serial 214044 

Administrative: Pursuant to the FBI's Manual of Administrative 

Operations and Procedures (MAOP) , Part #2, Section (s) 9 and 9- 
2.4, FBIHQ/Records Management Division is responsible for 
conducting Name Checks that are requested by federal agencies 
within the Executive Branch of the United States Government. 
Referenced serial documents FBIHQ's receipt of a Name Check 
Request for captioned individual as submitted by the United 
States Office of Personnel Management. 

Details: Referenced serial set a lead instructing Washington 

Field Division to review 58C-WF-241033 Serial (s) 96 and 97; and 
58C-WF-241033 SUB 302 Serial (s) 54 and 55; for the purpose of 
identifying dtarnaatory information for l ~l date of 

birth I I social security account number I \ 

Referenced serial also instructed Washington Field Division to 
prepare a Letterhead Memorandum (LHM) for dissemination to the 
United States Office of Personnel Management (0PM) in the event 
derogatory information was identified. This lead was generated 
by FBIHQ/Records Management Division in support of the National 
Name Check Program (NNCP) . 


b6 

b7C 


b7E 


b6 

b7C 






To: 
Re : 


Records Management From: Washington Fie 
62F-HQ-C1039976, 08/23/2011 


A review of 58C-WF-241033 and related serials 
identified I I as a potential witness in a pending public 

corruptio n investigat ion targeting a former United States 
Senator. I I is not the subject of this investigation nor 

has been accused of any illegal and/or unethical wrong-doing. 
Washington Field Divi sion is unawa re of any derogatory 
information regarding I I 


was interviewed by Washington Field Division 
on 12/09/2 010 in furth erance of 58C-WF-241033 . During this 
interview, | [ identified himself as the Assistant General 

Counsel for the U.S. Department of Transportation's A viation 
Enforcement Proceedings Division in Washington, D.C. 
maintained holding this position since 03/1986. 


I 


1 last known address was 


tel ephone number as ] 


as 


I r 


^identified his home 

J his cellular te lephone numbe r 


and his work telephone number as [ 


] 


A s no derogatory information was identified for 
I I Washington Field Division is responding to this lead 

by Electronic Communication (EC) only. 


Washington Field Division considers this lead covered. 



To: 
Re : 


Records Management From: Washington 
62F-HQ-C1039976, 08/23/2011 



LEAD(s) : 

Set Lead 1: (Info) 

RECORDS MANAGEMENT 

AT WASHINGTON. DC 

For the information of FBHIQ/Records Management 
Division. Washington Field Division considers this lead covered. 

♦♦ 
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Santorum admits tipping off Ensign 

Posted: Sep. 26, 2011 | 1:59 a.m. 

Updated: Sep. 26, 201 1 | 8:07 a.m. 

Two years after deflecting questions, Rick Santorum finally has fessed up that he 
tipped off U.S. Sen. John Ensign in June 2009 that his extramarital affair was 
about to be made public in a big way. 

Santorum's role was a small one in the scandal that ultimately cost Ensign, R- 
Nev., his job as a U.S. senator. Santorum, a Republican former Pennsylvania 
senator, was widely rumored to be the tipster, but at the time he refused to talk 
about it. 

"I'm not even going to dignify that question, to be honest with you," Santorum 
said when approached by a reporter for Politico.com after the scandal broke. 

But last week, with the scandal having receded on Capitol Hill after Ensign's 
resignation in May, Santorum - now running for president -- evidently felt better 
about talking when Politico tried him again outside a Republican luncheon in the 
U.S. Capitol. 

Santorum acknowledged his role, which also was reported by the Senate ethics 
committee in its May report on the Ensign matter. Santorum, a Christian 
conservative, said he was alerting a friend to strong allegations after he received 
a note from Doug Hampton, who was trying to blow the whistle to Fox News 
about Ensign's affair with his wife. 

"Now if you get an email from someone saying very salacious things about a 
friend that could be devastating to a person's friend, that could be devastating to 
a person's career, what would you do?" Santorum told Politico this past week. 

Santorum added that Ensign somehow already knew about Hampton's letter to 
Fox News anchor Megyn Kelly. He said Ensign later told him that he wasn't the 
first person to sound an alert. 

That same night, June 16, 2009, Ensign convened an emergency staff meeting 
in Washington to confess the affair. The next day he flew to Las Vegas to make it 
public before it blew up in the media. The rest is history. 
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-- Steve Tetreault 

DEMOCRATIC ENDORSEMENTS 

State Senate Democrats have taken the unusual step of endorsing candidates 
now for next year's election, even though the legislators they support could face 
primary challenges from other Democrats. 

The Majority 2012 Initiative announced its support of Assembly members Kelvin 
Atkinson, D-North Las Vegas, and Tick Segerblom, D-Las Vegas, for state 
Senate seats. The endorsements come before a three-member court-appointed 
redistricting panel has begun its work and long before the primary next June 12. 

In addition, at least two other legislators. Assemblyman Harvey Munford, D-Las 
Vegas, and former Assemblyman Harry Mortenson, D-Las Vegas, have 
expressed interest in running for the same seats. 

"With term limits we have to do things a little different," said state Sen. Mo Denis, 
D-Las Vegas. "These two candidates we have known for a while and feel 
comfortable with. We figured it was important to endorse early." 

Denis acknowledged Friday that state Senate Democrats did not make 
endorsements before the primary election in 2010, but he said when he served in 
the Assembly that primary endorsements were made. 

Denis, who could become majority leader next year if Democrats maintain 
control of the state Senate, chairs the Majority Initiative. Other members include 
state Sens. Sheila Leslie, D-Reno; David Parks and Mark Manendo, both D-Las 
Vegas, and Shirley Breeden, D-Henderson. Support for Atkinson and Segerblom 
was unanimous. 

Denis said the two candidates have pledged to work on the two major priorities 
facing the next Legislature: job creation and improving the education system. 

Starting with the 2013 session, both houses of the Legislature will operate under 
a law that limits members from serving more than 12 years in the state Senate or 
the Assembly. But they can serve as long as 24 years in the Legislature by 
winning election in the other house when they have been blocked by term limits 
from running for re-election to their current seat. 

“ Ed Vogel 

REDISTRICTING HEARING 

How election districts are drawn is crucial for every state legislator, but 
Republicans appear more interested in redistricting now than Democrats. 
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Republican state Sens. James Settelmeyer of Minden and Don Gustavson of 
Sparks were in attendance Wednesday in District Judge James T. Russell's 
courtroom in Carson City for a hearing on redistricting lawsuits. 

No Democratic legislators were present, although party staff member Justin 
Gilbert attended the three-hour hearing. 

Settelmeyer said afterward he is pleased Russell devised a plan to have 
redistricting maps in place by Nov. 16. Democrats hold an 11-10 advantage over 
Republicans in the state Senate, and how the districts are drawn could affect 
which party controls that house. 

Citizens can give their views on redistricting during a 9:30 a.m. Oct. 10 meeting 
on the fourth floor In the Sawyer Building in Las Vegas, followed by one at 9:30 
a.m. Oct. 11 in the Legislative Building in Carson City. 

Litigation over the district boundaries must be completed by March so candidates 
can file for seats up for grabs in the 2012 elections. 

“ Ed Vogel 

Contact Stephens Washington Bureau Chief Steve Tetreault at stetreault 
@stephensmedia.com or 202-783-1760. Contact reporter Ed Vogel at evogel 
@reviewjournal.com or 775-687-390,1. 


Find this article at: 

http://vvww.lvtj.com/news/santorum-admits-tipping-off-ensign-1 30549713.html 
CD Check the box to include the list of links referenced in the article. 


Copyright © Stephen Media, LLC. All rights reserved. Any reproduction or distribution (except for personal, non-commercial purposes), in any form or 
by any means, without the express written consent of Stephens Media, LLC, is strictly prohibited. 
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Contact : SA 

Approved By: 

Drafted By: 

Case ID #: 58C-WF-241033^^ (Pending) 
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Title: UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN E. ENSIGN, 

UNITED STATES SENATE (STATE OF NEVADA) ; 




CORRUPTION FEDERAL PUBLIC OFFICIALS - LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


Synopsis: Case Status Update/Declination of Prosecution 

regarding former United States Senator JOHN E. ENSIGN. 







UNCLASSIFIED 

Washington Field From: Washington Field 
58C-WF-241033, 12/02/2011 


Referral / Consul t 


In light of the aforementioned declination of 
prosecution, Washington Field Division will not be required to 
pursue any additional investigation in this matter. However, 
caption ed investigation wil l remain active as criminal charges 
against are currently pending. 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Precedence : ROUTINE 

To : Las Vegas 

From: Washington Field 


Date: 12/02/2009 


Attn: SSA 


Squad 13 



Synopsis : 


To req uest SAC/Las Vegas Division concurrence for SA 
^ Washington Field Division, to travel to Las 


Vegas, Nevada between 12/16/2009 and 12/18/2009 in support of 
captioned public corruption investigation. 


b6 

b7C 

b7E 


Administrative: Retelcal between SA 


Washington 


Fie ld Division/Northern Virginia Resident Agency/Squad (3R-15; and 


of SAt 


SSA I Las Vegas Division/Squad 13; circa 

12/021/ 2 uuy regaraing sac approval for operational travel to Las 
Vegas f Nevada in support of captioned investigation. The purpose 


interview. 


travel is to complete a witness/subject 


b6 

b7C 


Details: The purpose of this communication is to request SAC/Las 

Vegas Division concurrence for SA | ~| Washington 

Field Division/Northern Virginia Resident Agency, t^o travel to 
Las Vegas, Nevada between 12/16/2009 and 12/18/2009 in support of 
captioned public corruption investigation. 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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UNCLASSIFIED 


To: Las Vegas. Froin: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-241033, 12/02/2009 


Captioned investigation was predicated on information 
reported in the 10/02/2009 edition of the New York Times 
newspaper and forwarded to Washington Field Division by CITIZENS 
FOR RESPONSIBILITY AND ETHICS IN WASHINGTON (CREW) , a non-profit 
political watchdog group. 

For the way of background, U.S. Senator JOHN ERIC 
ENSIGN (R-NEVADA) is a sitting member of the United States 
Senate. U.S. Senator ENSIGN was first elected to the United 
States Senate in 11/2000 and was re-elected to his second term 
circa 11/2006. U.S. Senator ENSIGN currently serves as a ranking 
member on several congressional committees and previously served 
as Chairman of the National Republican Senatorial Committee 
(NRSC) between 11/2006 and 11/2008. 

On 06/16/2009, U.S. Senator ENSIGN publicly announced 
that he had engaged in an extramarital affair with an unnamed 
former campaign aide. I I 


of U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S 


senatorial re-election committee and leadership Political Action 
Committee (PAC) between 2007 and 2008. In 05/2008. U.S. Senator 


ENSIGN 1 
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UNCLASSIFIED 


To: Las Vegas, From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-241033, 12/02/2009 




Immediately prior to becoming 1 

Ifor 

the NRSC, 

1 NOVEMBER 

incorpora: 

CED, a political consultinq company. 

Between 2002 and 

2007, 1 

[served as U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S 

1 

lat NOVEMBER INCORPORATED. 

This comoanv went dormant in 2007 when I I 



NRSC at U.S. Senator ENSIGN' 

s r e c ommenda 1 1 on . 


After discussing f 


■ngj 

with U.S. Senator ENSIGN,^ 




3ZE2 


employment options 
reactivate NOVEMBER 
INCORPORATED in order to employ and provide him 

with the necessary political support to st art a sma ll government 
affairs practice. U.S. S enator ENSIGN and I ~l subsequently 

met with 


business opportunity. 


] in order to present him with this 
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UNCLASSIFIED 


To: Las Vegas From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-24i033, 12/02/2009 


In 05/2008,1 | NOVEMBER 

INCORPORATED. Documents and E-mails obtained by the New York 
Times indicate th^ t two (2) companies immediately retained 


b6 

b7C 


St 

I services after being personally contacted by 

Senator ENSIGN. These companies were identified as NV 

Moreover, both companies were known to 


U.S. 

ENERGY and ALLEGIANT AIR 
possess a long-standing relationships with U.S. Senator ENSIGN'S 
office as prominent businesses operating in Nevada. 


b6 

b7C 


Accor ding to documents and interviews obtained by the 


New York Times 
Senator ENSIGN'S office. 




[ 


immediately began lobbying U.S. 
NV ENERGY and ALLEGIANT AIR each paid 

1per month in co nsulting fees for his 

consulting services. | [ lobbying efforts caused 

U.S. Senator ENSIGN to play a significant role in providing both 
companies with assistance in promoting their business agendas in 
Washington. 
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Federal law prohibits 


|frora 

lobbying any U.S. Senator or member of their staff for one (1) 
year after terminating their employment from the United States 
Senate. Moreover, federal law requires a lobbyist to register 
with the Secretary of the Senate within forty- five (45) days of 
becoming employed or retained by a company/entity for the purpose 
of making a lobbying contact . 

It is alleged tha t U.S. Se nator ENSIGN orchestrated the 


proposed business deal with 


and conspired to violated 


federal lobbying restrictions in order to mitigate potential 
personal and professiona l fallout for his involvement in the 

It is further alleged 
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b7C 


that U.S. Senator ENSIGN may have violated applicable campaign 
finance laws by disguising a $96,000.00 severance payment as a 
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To: Las Vegas From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-24i033, 12/02/2009 


"tax-free gift" in order to avoid publically disclosing the 
payment through mandatoiry filings with the United States Federal 
Election Commission (FEC) . 


On 12/17/2009, at approximately 9:00 a . m . , SA 


is scheduled to conduct an initial interview with 
in Las Vegas, Nevada regarding his knowledge of this matter, 
othp-r na-rt -i (--i riant. q in this interview will include Trial Attorney 

United States Department of Justice /Crimi nal 


Division/ Public Corr uption Unit, telephone 


a Las Vegas attorney representing 


1 


and 


b6 
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On 12/02/2009, SSA 


Las Vecras 


Division/Squad 13, was telephonically advised of SA | 
anticipated travel to Las Vega s Divisio n to conduct the 
aforementioned interview. SSA | [ subsequently provided 

Washington Field Division with y'erbal concurrence to travel for 
this purpose . 

Washington Field Division also requested assistance in 
arranging for space at FBI/Las Vegas Division's he adquarter s 
which can be used to facilitate the interview with 


[ 


SSA 

Division with 


] 


had agreed to assist Washington Field 
tnis request . 


For the information of Las Vegas Division, 
is identified as follows : I _y' 

Name: 

DOB: 

SSAN: 

Address : 
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Las Vegas, Nevada 89134-6695 


A completed Travel Request Form (FD-540) is attached to 
this communication for processing by Washington Field 
Division/Draft Office. 
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To: Las Vegas From: Washington Field 

Re: 58C-WF-241033, 12/02/2009 


LEAD(s) : 

Set Lead 1; (Action) 


LAS VEGAS 


AT LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 


Tn request SAC/Las Vegas Division concurrence for SA 

[ Washington Field Division/Northern Virginia 

Resident Agency, to travel to Las Vegas, Nevada from 12/16/2009 
through 12/18/2009 in support of captioned public corruption 
investigation . 


It is als o request ed that Las Vegas Division make 
arrangements for SA l I to utilize appropriate space at 

FBI/ Las Vegas Division's headquarters to facilitate the interview 
with I ~| Ot her participants i n 

this interview will include Trial Attorney[ I U . S . 


Department of Justice /Criminal Division/Public Integrity Section 


and 


i 


counsel . 


retained legal 
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Revised 

12 - 08-2011 


FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

ASSISTANCE/DISSEMINATION/LIAISON PROVIDED TO OTHER 

AGENCIES 


LAW ENFORCEMENT SENSITIVE: The information marked (U//LES) in this document is the property of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
and may be distributed within the Federal Government (and its contractors), U.S. intelligence, law enforcement, public safety or protection 
officials and individuals with a need to know. Distribution beyond these entities without the Federal Bureau of Investigation's authorization 
is prohibited. Precautions should be taken to ensure this information is stored and/or destroyed in a manner that precludes unauthorized 
access. Information bearing the LES caveat may not be used in legal proceedings without first receiving authorization from the originating 

agency. Recipients are prohibited from subsequently posting the information marked LES on a website on an unclassified network. 

Type of Contact: Date: 

Record of Dissemination of Information to Other Agencies 04/04/2012 


Dissemination To: 


I 


Check LEC: P" Office of Law Enforcement Coordination 

or Select a Division/Field Office (Show Legats? P" ): 


Select the Responsible Division/Field Office: 

Washington Field 

Program: 

WHITE COLLAR/ELECTION LAW VIOLATOINS 

DOMESTIC AGENCY RECEIVING DISSEMINATION 

Agency Type: 

Federal Agency 

Contact Name! {'Last Firsts Middle) Title/Rank: 

I I Associate General Counsel/Enforcement Division 

Agency Name: Agency Address: 

U.S. Federal Election Commission 999 E Street NW, Washington, D.C. 

Work Phone: ^ Cell Phone: 


E-mail Address: 


Type of Conta'S^; 

rt^^^lephonic 1“ Email 1“ Meeting 


r Conference T Note T 04/04/2012 


DETAILS OF DISSEMINATION 


b6 

b7C 


Examples: "Prosecution of a local case.", "Requested by Date of Dissemination: 
Sheriff's Office. ", "Relates to another agency matter. " 

Dissemination Specifics: Related to Parallel Civil Case pending Closure 04/04/2012 

Ongoing Dissemination / One 
Time Dissemination: 

One-time Date: 04/04/2012 


r 

Ongoing 

(f 

One-time 

r 

Oral 


Written 


Short Description of Information Disseminated: For example: Interview 302s, Case Files, etc. 

FD-302's 

List AH Associated Case Files. If the dissemination is ongoing and information is 
disseminated from case fiies other than these, a new FD-999 should be completed. 

If information was disseminated from more than one seriai in the same case fiie, 
ail serial numbers may be listed in one Associated Seriai Number field, (i.e. "1, 5, 
11, 35") If dissemination is ongoing, list ail serials which have been disseminated 
as of the date of this report and end the entry with "and future serials". 


Associated Case ID: 

58C-WF-.241033 



Associated Serial Number: 
2: 38i 4l! 43: 


UNCLASSIFIED//LES 

This document should not be disseminated without FBI approval 
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ADMINISTRATIVE 


FBI Employee Reporting the Dissemination 

! ! , 

I I CWF) (FBI) 

(Enter the Last Name, First Name and click the Find button,) 


Email: 


@fbi.sgov.gov 


Disseminated By; 

n Same as FBI Employee Reporting the Dissemination 


b6 

b7C 




Email: 


I tnr&r Tn& LS5T Nsm^, hll^S t Name and dick the Find button.) 




Squad/UnIt/RA: 

U.S. Department of Justice/Public Integrity Section 


Classification: 

(• Unclassified C Confidential 

Dissemination controls: 
r NOFORN JT ORCON P FOUO 


C Secret 

P PROPIN F LES 




P REUDO P FISA 


P FGI P RELTO 


P Edit Classification Text 

UNCLASSIFIED//LES 


Approved By: 


Email: 


[ 


] (WF) (FBI) 


(Enter the Last Name. Eirst Name and click the Find button.) 


^fbi.sgov.gov 


Signature 


Date:. 
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ACS UPLOAD INFORMATION 




Comments: 

(before hitting the reject button, fill In this field with information on why the form was rejected) 






Author; 


ATTACHMENTS 

Upload to ACS 

r" Description: 

p 


Attachment: 

i9 File Attachment 


Case ID: 


Serial Num: 
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This document should not be disseminated without FBI approval 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Precedence: DEADLINE 04/13/2012 

To: Records Management 

Washington Field 
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Synopsis: To cover lead as set by FBIHQ/Records Management 
Division. 


b7E 


Reference: 62F-HQ-C1039976 Serial 242825 


Administ rative ; ReTelCal circa 04/17/2012 between SA| I bs 

I I Was hington Field Division/Squad CR-15; and IA l I 

I I FBIHQ/Records Management Division/National Name Check 

Program; regarding status and results of this National Name Check 
Request . 


laioso. 





To: Records Mana^ment From: Washington Ff^ld 

Re: 62F-HQ-C1039976, 04/17/2012 


E-mail corre.snon donce circa 04/16/2012 and 04/17/2012 
betwee n SA I \ Washington Field Division/Squad CR- 

15; lA l I FBIHQ/Record s Management 

Division/National Name Check Program; SIA | 

Washington Field Division/Squad ID-2; SSA I 

Washington Field Division/Squad CR-15; SA 1 I"* 

Washington Field Division/Squad CR-15; SSA | | 

Washington Field Division/Squad CR-13; and SA | | 

Washington Field Division/Squad CR-13. 


Pursuant to the FBI's Manual of Administrative 
Operations and Procedures (MAOP) , Part #2, Section(s) 9 and 9- 
2.4, FBIHQ/Records Management Division is responsible for 
conducting Name Checks that are requested by federal agencies 
within the Executive Branch of the United States Government . 
Referenced serial documents FBIHQ's receipt of a Name Check 
Request for captioned individual as submitted by the United 
States Office of Personnel Management. 


Details: Referenced serial set a lead instructing Washington 

Field Division to review 58C-WF-241033 Serial 466; 58A-WF-228631; 

and 318A-WF-231377 Serial (s) 7 and 9; for the purp oses of 

ident ifying poten tiall y derogatory information forP 


a/k/a 


born 


security acco unt n umberf 
I I born[ 


I and 


W/ 


security account numberf 


iwere 


social 

a/k/a 
social 
further 
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Referenced serial also directed Washington Field 
Division to prepare a LHM suitable for dissemination to the 
United States Office of Pe rsonnel Management (0PM) should 
derogatory information for i I be identified. This 

lead was generated by FBIHQ/Records Management Division in 
support of the National Name Check Program (NNCP) . 

A comprehensive review of 58C-WF-241033 indicated 
Serial 466 does not exist within this substantive case-file and 
associated sub-files. It is also noted that the highest numbered 
serial within this substantive case-file and associated sub-files 
is Serial 149. As such, Washington Field Division/Squad CR-15 is 
unable to facilitate any response to this portion of the National 
Name Check request. 

Moreover, Washington Field Division/Squad CR-15 
specifically reviewed Serial (s) 46 and 66 for 58C-WF-241033 and 
all corresponding sub-files under the premise a typographical 
error may have been recorded within FBIHQ/Records Management 
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To: Records Mana^ment From: Washington F^ld 

Re: 62F-HQ-C1039976, 04/17/2012 


Divisi on's o riginating lead. However, no reference to | 
and/or I I were identified in any serial. 

Investigating agents a ssigned to 58C-WF-2 41033 also 
possess no personal knowledge of I I beina 

referenced in this investigation for any reason. 


related to 


5 


A review of 58A-WF- 228631 for potentially doroa;:^i-ory 

will be completed by SA 


Washington Field Division/Squad CR-15. The appropriate 
response to this portion of the National Name Check request will 
be submitted to FBIHQ/Records Management Division under separate 
Electronic Communication and/or LHM. 


A review of 318A-WF-231 377 Serial (s) 7 and 9 for 
potentially der ogatory related t o I I will be 

completed by SA | | Washington Field Division/Squad 

CR-13. The appropriate response to this portion of the National 
Name Check Request will be submitted to FBIHQ/Records Management 
Division under separate Electronic Communication and/or LHM. 

Washington Field Division/Squad CR-15 considers this 
portion of the outstanding lead covered. 
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To: Records Mana^ment From: Washington Field 

Re: 62F-HQ-C1039976, 04/17/2012 


LEAD(s) : 

Set Lead 1: (Info) 

RECORDS MANAGEMENT 

AT WASHINGTON. DC 

For the information of FBHIQ/Records Management 
Division, Washington Field Division/Squad CR-15 considers this 
lead covered. 

Set Lead 2 : (Action) 

WASHINGTON FIELD 

AT NORTHERN VIRGINIA RESIDENT AGENCY (SQUAD CR-13) 

For the information of Washington Field 
Division/Northern Virginia Resident Agency/Squad CR-13. Please 
take appropriate action as deemed necessary. 

♦♦ 
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Synopsis: Case Status Update/Guilty Plea for 
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It should be noted that the criminal prosecution of 
ENSIGN was officially declined by the United States Government 
circa 12/02/2011 due to insufficient evidence and exculpatory 
witness testimony. 


b6 

hi 





Page 1 of 6 


Tom Coburn Admonished Bv .Senators For Role In John Ensign Affair 






Sign up to report for OfftheBus 


Become a citizen journalist and help us make 
election reporting better. 


Join Oiirl'cam orCiti7:cn Journalists 
ah Palin 


Brown 


4 


Are the camnaians using the WJ recall to tlicir ; 
advantage? ^ 

leate Account s 


jsement 

Report on election buzz In vour conimiinitv ’ 
or lack of h 


M 


What was the impact of Obama*s stance on 


P Q^oniaiTiage? 


• Election 2012 

• Elections 2012 


HUFF 1 
POST J 

. iJJLl 1 iL/5 

WliH IN rKKNllT NhWS 

ib. Vioua ITYI 


Edition: U.S. 

• CA Canada 

® Quebec 

• FR France 

• ES Spain 

• US United States 

• UK United Kingdom 

* 1 

I Follow ’ 

This is the print preview: Back to normal view » 

Tom Coburn Admonished By Senators For Role In 
John Ensign Affair 

By DONNA CASSATA 05/25/12 04:44 PM ET 
I 1x1 FBI_Logo 

reddit stumble 

21 

20 



I ^ 

1 b7C 


http://www.huffingtonpost.com/20 1 2/05/25/tom-coburn-admonished-senate-j ohn-ensign-d. .. 6/11/2012 



r 

Tom Coburn Admonished By Senators For Role In John Ensign Affair 


Page 2 of 6 





k 



report for OlftheBus 
Ml Sign Up 


Fonuw^ ‘ 

jburn Admonished. Doug Hampton, Ensign. Ensign Affair. John 
Admonished^ Ton Coburn Admonishment Politics News 


Join Our'! Journalists 
\V 



irtai^?®<^^^nate'’Btlnra^^nmittee admonished Republican Sen. Tom Coburn on Friday over his 

I'ith a top aide to former Sen. John Ensign, the Nevada lawmaker who resigned in disgrace last year 

after lying abouf his affair Mth the 


In a letter released Friday, the sbc-member panel said Coburn's communications with Doug Hampton and his 
actions on behalf of the former administrative assistant "were improper conduct which reflects on the Senate." 
The committee said the contact warranted a public letter of qualified admonition. Specifically, the committee 
said a meeting between the two violated the Senate rule barring contact on legislative matters within the first 
year of a staffer's departure, commonly known as the "cooling off period." 


In issuing the letter, the panel said it considers the matter closed. 

Ensign, a Nevada Republican, quit May 3, 201 1, one day before he was to have testified under oath to the 
Senate Ethics committee about his affair with Cynthia Hampton, her husband Doug Hampton's subsequent 
lobbying of Ensign's office and a payment from Ensign's parents to the one-time aide's family. 


In 2008, Hampton received a $96,000 gift from Ensign's parents, and an earlier Ethics Committee report cast 
Cobum as participating in subsequent, unsuccessful negotiations in May 2009 over a far larger amount. Coburn, 
R-Okla., has disputed the report. 

In its letter, the committee said Cobum had a personal friendship with Doug Hampton and knew that he was no 
longer a Senate employee. Yet Cobum agreed to a meeting with Hampton less than one year later that involved 
discussion of legislative issues. 


"Your relationship with Mr. Hampton provided you with a basis to have known he was engaging in prohibited 
post-employment communications when he contacted you and scheduled the March 1 1, 2009, meeting on behalf 
of his employer, Allegiant Air," the committee wrote. 


In deciding on a qualified admonition, the committee said it took into account the fact that Coburn and 
Hampton's prohibited contact was limited to one meeting, and that the senator has acknowledged that he was 
wrong and should have been more careful. 


"While the committee did not find that your conduct constituted actionable violations of criminal law, the 
committee believes that senators are obligated to meet a higher standard," the panel wrote. 
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llampton's "cooling off period" of May 2, 2008 to May 1, 2009, it 
1i land the former staffer. 


' GROUND i£VEL COVERAGE OF CAMPAIGN m2 KS^ersonal friend whom you counseled and supported after learning 

a: ! ' f Hampton. You were made aware of plans to help the Hamptons 

into a new life, and you recommended that Senator Ensign assist Mr. Hampton with recommendations 
to gi -e someone who had been your chief of staff,'" the committee said 

i ii^SFiCtter. 

trying to help the Ensigns and Hamptons reach a 

Enancial settlement that would stave off any public disclosure of, by then, the past affair." This knowledge, the 
Committee said, further bolstered the argument that the Oklahoma lawmaker was aware that the meeting with 

off period, and was in violation of the federal criminal law. 

fri rnsiauAiienti Gobum's office- challenged the pEthics committee criticism. 

Are the campaigns using the WJ recall to their 

^ Cobum ior~ffflmg to imow Hampton was only seven weeks shy of ending his year-long 

ti d I ff period is gratuitous, particularly when Dr. Cobum cooperated fully with the Ethics committee and 

.wpiiouLof his my to acknowie^ he could have taken additional steps to learn that Hampton was under 

^ fi^l^fiB,^h|ifibi'^h§'TOPdb'tf\S'f' co.mpliance was on Hampton," said John Hart, a spokesman for 


C< 'It is unfortunate the committee has impugned Dr. Coburn for their failure to provide workable 
gi iiaance for a lawthat was'passed nearly five; years ago." 

© What was the impact of Obama*s stance on ^ 

3e&jastiyeaf, the panel found that Ens’ign broke federal law, made false statements to the Federal 

Jai JCommission.and obstmcted a commiftee's investigation into his conduct. It forwarded the matter to the 

Justice Department for possible prosecution. 

The former Republican lawmaker "created a web of deceit that entangled and compromised numerous people," 
the committee said. The panel said that it had assembled enough evidence to warrant possible expulsion had 
Ensign not resigned. 
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June 7, 2012 

Ex- Aide to Senator Pleads Guilty in 
Scheme That Snared Only Him 

By ERIC LICHTBLAU 

WASHINGTON — Douglas Hampton came to the Capitol from Nevada six years ago on the 
coattails of his best friend, Senator John Ensign, to serve as Mr. Ensign’s senior political aide. 

On Thursday, a somber Mr. Hampton returned to Washington and pleaded guilty to a charge of 
illegal lobbying in a scandal that left him in bankruptcy, ended his marriage and forced Mr. 
Ensign to resign his Senate seat last year under threat of expulsion by fellow senators. 

“I plead guilty,” Mr. Hampton, 50, told Judge Beryl A. Howell of United States District Court as 
he stood in her courtroom, less than a mile from the Senate building where he used to work. 

If Mr. Hampton’s plea deal with federal prosecutors provides a cautionary tale about the abuse 
of political power, it is a complicated one that has left a number of legal and political observers 
befuddled by the Justice Departments contrasting treatment of Mr. Hampton and his onetime 
boss. 

Mr. Hampton faces up to one year in prison and a $100,000 fine after admitting that he lobbied 
Mr. Ensign, a Nevada Republican, within days of leaving his Senate staff — in violation of a 
federal “cooling off’ period that prohibits such contacts for a year. 

Mr. Ensign, for his part, has returned to his veterinary practice in Nevada and told an 
interviewer in February that he was “having a ball” caring for animals again. He has not been 
charged by the Justice Department, despite findings last year by Senate ethics investigators that 
his own role in directing the lobbying scheme broke the law. Indeed, Mr. Ensign — a onetime 
presidential hopeful before the scandal — was not even mentioned during Thursday’s hearing, 
and he is referred to in the plea documents only as “Senator A.” 



I _ 
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Evidence first disclosed by The New York Times in 2009 showed that Mr. Ensign, after having 
an affair with Mr. Hampton’s wife, Cynthia, arranged tens of thousands of dollars in lobbying 
contracts for Mr. Hampton through Nevada political allies as a means of finding income for the 
aggrieved aide and containing the damage from the affair. 

Mr. Ensign’s parents also gave the Hamptons $96,000 after the senator fired Mr. Hampton 
from his Senate staff and dismissed Cynthia Hampton from his campaign staff. 

The Justice Department, without explanation, initially declined to prosecute Mr. Ensign in late 
2010, But last year the Senate Ethics Committee found that Mr. Ensign was at the center of the 
lobbying scheme, and it referred the case back to the Justice Department. 

The ethics investigation found Mr. Ensign had “used his office and staff to intimidate and cajole 
constituents into hiring Mr. Hampton.” A top aide warned Mr. Ensign that his continued 
lobbying contacts with Mr. Hampton might violate the law, but the senator ordered them to 
continue anyway, the report found. 

The ethics report also found that Mr. Ensign appeared to have given false or misleading 
statements to the Federal Election Commission about the $96,000. 

When the Ethics Committee referred the Ensign case back to prosecutors last year, the Justice 
Department said it would investigate thoroughly and “take any necessary and appropriate 
steps.” 

The Justice Department declined to discuss the case Thursday, as did lawyers for Mr. Ensign. 

“I cannot comment on a specific investi^tion,” said Alisa FineUi, a Justice Department 
spokeswoman. Butin general, she said, “if there is evidence to prove beyond a reasonable doubt 
that a crime was committed, we will not hesitate to bring charges.” 

While the department has not formally notified Mr. Ensign’s lawyers that the case has been 
dropped — through what is known as a “declination letter” — it appears to have effectively shut 
down the investigation, people involved in the case said. 

“I think it’s an absolute outrage that Doug Hampton was the one prosecuted here while John 
Ensign has had nothing happen to him criminally or otherwise, except for having had to 
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resign,” said Jon Ralston, a political commentator in Las Vegas who has followed the story from 
the beginning. 

Mr. Hampton cooperated for a time with Justice Department officials, giving detailed 
recollections of the lobbying scheme and providing e-mails and handwritten notes during hours 
of interviews in 2010 in Las Vegas, people involved in the case said. 

He apparently hoped to help prosecutors bring a case against his former boss after the bitter 
falling out that followed the senator’s affair with Ms. Hampton. Instead, Mr. Hampton’s own 
admissions appear to have provided prosecutors with a road map to chaise him alone. 

Kenneth Gross, a top government ethics lawyer in Washington who is not involved in the case, 
said the Justice Department’s inaction against Mr. Ensign was particularly odd in hght of its 
recent failed prosecution of former Senator John Edwards in another sex-and-money scandal. 

Mr. Gross said he considered the evidence that had emerged against Mr. Ensign to be much 
stronger than what prosecutors presented in the Edwards matter. “The whole thing is curious,” 
he said. 

Justice Department prosecutors allowed Mr. Hampton to plead guilty to a single misdemeanor 
instead of the original seven felonies. His public defender, A. J. Kramer, said he would seek no 
prison time under federal guidelines that call for zero to six months of incarceration. A 
sentencing hearing was set for Sept. 5. 

As they left the courtroom, Mr. Hampton and Mr. Kramer declined to discuss the case with 
reporters. Asked whether he thought Mr. Ensign should also have been charged, Mr. Hampton 
smiled but said nothing. “He has no comment,” his lawyer said. 
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Las Vegas Sun 

Former Ensign aide pleads guilty 
to misdemeanor, likely to avoid 
jail time 

By Karoun Demiriian ( contact ) 

Published Thursday, June 7, 2012 | 8 a.m. 

Updated Thursday, June 7, 2012 | 10:37 a.m. 


Doug Hampton pleaded guilty to a misdemeanor Thursday morning for breaking a rule requiring former 
congressional aides to refrain from lobbying their bosses for at least a year after departing a lawmaker’s 
office. 

Hampton, a former senior aide to then-Sen. John Ensign, entered the misdemeanor plea in lieu of a 
felony charge on the first of seven counts against him in the U.S. District Court in Washington, D.C. He 
faces a sentence of up to six months in jail and a fine of up to $100,000, plus processing charges. 

As part of the plea deal, the government agreed to drop the other six charges and will not seek any jail 
time as part of the sentence, though the judge. Beryl Howelll, retains the right to sentence him to jail if 
she sees fit. 

The judge also could order Hampton to pay restitution, if she determines there are victims of his actions 
who should be paid. 

Howell won’t deliver a sentence until Sept. 5. 

Hampton will remain free until then. He will be subject to a series of meetings with parole officers as 
they draw up a presentencing report for the judge. 

Hampton started to run afoul of the law after he learned that his wife, Cynthia Hampton, had been 
carrying on an affair with his best friend and boss, former senator John Ensign. As Ensign attempted to 
keep the scandal from going public and still get the Hamptons out of his employ, he worked to help 
Hampton secure lobbying contracts, including for Nevada-based Allegiant Air. 

According to a Senate Ethics Committee report from last year that documented what followed, Hampton 
began exchanging lobbying-type communications with Ensign before he was even fully off the Senate 
payroll — and the Ethics committee concluded that in fact. Ensign and Hampton had intended from the 
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start that Hampton would use his leverage with Ensign to lobby his former boss on behalf of the new 
clients without regard for the legal restrictions. 

Ensign left Congress at the height of the scandal, but the Justice Department never charged him with any 
wrongdoing — it’s only been Hampton who has had to face a legal reckoning, for the last year and a 
half, for breaking the cooling-off period rule on lobbying. 

Hampton and his lawyer A. J. Kramer looked relaxed and composed during the plea hearing, as Hampton 
pled guilty to breaking “the post-employment restrictions for a former Senate staff member” and stated 
that he had knowingly communicated with Ensign’s office as a lobbyist after less than one year 
following the termination of his employment with the senator, “with the intent to influence” political 
decision-making. 

Hampton asserted several times during the proceeding that he fully understood the significance of the 
pleas, and added he was “absolutely” satisfied with his representation during the case. 

But he and his lawyer were more tight-lipped than usual as they exited the courtroom, declining to 
answer reporters’ questions about the deal or offer any reaction to the morning’s hearing. 

Though his case is almost over, this is in many ways the most nerve-wracking part of the proceedings 
for Hampton. His plea of guilty and his admission that he illegally lobbied Ensign with full knowledge 
of his actions is final ~ with it, he gave up all rights to appeal, to petition a jury, or have any recourse 
against the judge’s next steps, provided she stays within the confines of the law in issuing her sentence. 

“You have no right to withdraw your plea just because your sentence may be more sever than you would 
have liked,” Judge Howell reminded Hampton on Thursday. 

Without the government seeking a tough sentence, however -- and considering that Hampton has no 
criminal history — it’s likely he will avoid jail time. 
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b6 

b7C 




















































Page 


1 


06/12/12 17:10:02 





06/12/2012 


*************** CONVICTION ************** 
SENSITIVE / UNCLASSIFIED 


Case Number: 58C-WF-241033 
Serial No.: 117 


Stat Agent Name: 
Stat Agent SOC.: 


Report Date: 06/12/2012 
AccomDate.: 06/07/2012 


Does Accomplishment Involve 


Assisting Joint Agencies 


Assisting Agents SOC 


Subject Name 


Drugs : N | | | 

A Fugitive : N | | 

Bankruptcy Fraud : N | | 

Computer Fraud/Abuse : N | | RA Squad Task Force 

Corruption of Public Officials: N | | 

Money Laundering : N | NVRA CR15 


Sub. Invest. Asst by Other FOs: 

Investigative Assistance or Technique Used 


FI NAN ANALYST 
AIRCRAFT ASST 
COMPUTER ASST 
CONSEN MONITR 
ELSUR/FISC 
ELSUR/III 
ENG FIELD SUP 
ENG TAPE EXAM 
LEGATS ASST. 
EVIDNCE PURCH 
INFORMANT/CW 
LAB DIV EXAMS 


LAB FIELD SUP 
PEN REGISTERS 
PHOTO COVERGE 
POLYGRAPH 
SRCH WAR EXEC 
SHOW MONEY 
SOG ASST 
SWAT TEAM 
TECH AG/EQUIP 
TEL TOLL RECS 
UCO- GROUP I 
UCO- GROUP II 


UCO - NAT BACK 
NCAVC/VI-CAP 
CRIM/NS INTEL 
CRIS NEG-FED 
CRIS NEG-LOC 
ERT ASST 
BUTTE OSC 
SAV OSC 
POC SC 

FT. MON-NRCSC 
FOR LANG ASST 
NON FBI LAB EX 


VICT-WITN COOR 
10 WANTED FLYR 
SARS 
CART 

ASSET FORF PRO 

FORF SUPPORT P 

TFOS/CTD 

CXS/CTD 

INFRAGARD/CYD 

OFC/CID 

PPP 

FUSION CENTERS 


1 = Used, but did not help 

2 = Helped, Minimally 

3 = Helped, Substantially 

4 = Absolutely Essential 


Date of Conviction <MM/DD/YYYY) : 06/07/2012 

Subject Description Code : 6B 

Federal, Local, or International (F/L/I) : F 

Felony or Misdemeanor (F/M) : M 

Plea or Trial (P/T) : P 

Judicial State . . .: 

Judicial District : DC 


U. S. Code Violation(s) 


b6 

b7C 


Title Section Counts 


18 207 1 


Form FD-515a: 
Subject's Role = 


Accomplishment Narrative 



